i . o DOCUMENT RESUME .

. Results of a survey on the effects of federal student
financial aid programs-on the states are presented, including an
overview of the findings for all states and information for each
state. While some states indicated that the federal student -aid

. programs had been the foundation on which'st:;e programs were
t
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the State Student Incentives Grants (SSIG) and the Guaranteed Student

Loan programs. Overall, the states do not oppose discretionary use of

SSI1G funds, but many stressed, that discretion"should be flexible and , * .
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effect of federal student-fimancial assistance policies on the e C
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ol b xGroup I._ The Impact anﬂ Effect of Federal Policies . ' EO

1]

IA. (1) To what e{tent have the federal student finan-
pial aid programs affected your state’s student assistance *
+ programs and policies? (2) How has this impact manifested
‘itself? (3) Identify the changes in the state programs, the
,/  time period within which they occurred, and-the nature of

the‘relationship to the applicable federal policy

) R . .

The states fall into two major groups in response .

- to the impact isSue. The larger group ‘'of states .indicated

that’fverall "there has been no significant impact of

T Federal prfograms and policies on the. states' programs and

po}icies, although many of these’ states dld indicate that

o L \the SSIg prqgram*gadﬁhadman,impact (4n many cases, - it was "t Ny i
" . Y, -
the only impact cited). ,In states where there had been no *-

) existing‘state grant program, SSIG was credited ‘as the f

incentive for establishing on;_ Maniﬁltates whigh did have . .

existing state grant programs indicated that Federal par-

i 3 .
Mbst noted the importance of GSL.
. L .. .

t -

g . A smaller group of states indicated that the . L

ticipationfh'&‘facilitated an expansion of the program. -

j Federal student aid programs had/peen the foundation on

which state p:ograms\were structured.

.
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IB. (1) Have fedéral;studént financial aid policies and
programs in general served to leverage the appropriation of .
additional state postsecondary support, or has it had a.dif-

- ferent effect? (2). Has any particular program (SSIG, Pell,

etc.) generated more or less. leveraging of state support?
(3) Differentiate between state student aid funds and other:
state suypport of postsecondary education, S ~

1

S - o . i , . ’ ., ) N . ‘ . -
< . ‘ » - ‘ .
I8 . Most sta:gs felt that* federal policies have -not;

in gederél,.served.to leverage additionai'state suppoit;

c altﬁopgﬁ many states which Felt that there had been.either - '

no levetrage or minimal leverage~did ﬁndicate that SSIG had

3

had "some" or a_"slight® leveéraging effect. ° - '
r . . ‘/. . : o . e ‘. 4 . .

Sl LY

Thefétq;es éhich.dia perceive a’Ievgragin& impact |

]

- .

saw’it arising out of the SSIG and GSﬁ.proéiaﬁs. '
ot .o - - .. . Co

- IC. (}) Deading specifically with SSIG, What would be * -,
the impact on yoyr &State if 'the federal contribution were to
be eliminated or reduced? (2) Indicate the impact in terms

- of the*gtate. student grant program in particular and student

access in general. (3) Are there-changes In SSIG which .
might make the program more efficient? -(4) ‘Should. .SSIG be b

expanded to allow the-states more discretion in the use of ;o
the funds (e.g., for work programs instead of solely for -
grants)? ‘ L . o : ,

*

»_*
(NN

Ic Apérgkimately seven states indicated that there

-is a possibility that the state grgnt program ﬁodld be eli-

.minated if the Fedgral contribﬁtion.wpfefelihinated. v

[} Ay
» . -—

Four states resbonded that elimfnaging or reducing

't

would have significant effect.
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o Another-éeven states indicated that elimination or
reduction of’ the federal contribution would have a signifi-

- . . -~

cant impact, but not a devastating one. .

' y. * y" 7
' Nine states indicated no impact or a minimal effect

if the Federal contribution were to be eliminated or -

-2
v
-

reduced. -

- . B

» . N, . N . . -~ -

) Of the twelve states which responded, to, the
.question in terms of access/choice, an egual-number, six,
indfcateé the impact would be on access, not choice wh le“

‘ ‘the remaining six indicated ‘choice might be affected, zut

not access. _ P : ~ .

- ,Only a few states (in each of the above groups) ’
"were able to\indicate whether or not the state would likely o ;
reduce the number of grants or the size of the awards; these '
categories split evenly. Most states could not predict

‘which way the state would react in that respect.

A number of states from each of the categories
ranging from ;elimination" to "no impact" indicated that the
“ state would still come up‘with a package for students with . ..
v the greatest need.- Many states indicated .that the middle .

~

class\students would be hardest hit, with a number of states

- ’ b
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, ¢ , SR T ' o ‘
- indicating that the students at independent schoels ‘would . - !

o

feel the most impact° this response ~came- primarily from sta- £y
tes whose programs are largelY,geared'tb students at inde-

pendent institutipns. L . /

Most states indicated that they would not replace
" ; the Pederal contribgtion. . ) -

- ra . 4 - ’
/ v -
> .

~

-

Almost without exception, the respondents,indicated

. that the SSIG program is efficient and well run. Manyrfvel |
it is the most, efficient Federal program. A number stated o
that it is a‘good model for the ideal state~Federal

‘ partnership: _ o )
‘ -' Overall, the states don't oppose discretionary use

of SSIG funds, but many stressed that discretion should/be P
flexible and permissive, not mandatory or inflexible. . Most
states favor keeping the program the way it is (but don't ', ,
object to there being discretion for\states who so desire). o
A few states favor the,dea and would in fact use the money

' .in work-study programs. Two states favor abolishing_SSIG ’ A

and using the funds for CWS. o .

AS
N

ID. (1) Have federal sltudent financial assistance
policies affegted the distribution of students attending
independent versus public institutions in the state? (2).
Have these policies affected the distribution of students
within the public institutions (2-year, 4~-year, etc.)?' -(3)
Have the federal policies affected the a aggregate number of

FER students attending postsecondary institutions in ‘the state’

~

6
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(4) Have an? changes been weighted towards oneé or more par-
ticular categories of students? (5) To what extent has the
state taken action t38 either reduce or capitalize upon such
changes? ' '

L.

-

-~

ID ’ Virtually no state was able to respond to this
question using quantitative data- there apparently is none.
Some states are in the -process of studying the matter; no
results are-in.yet. The'respondents answered this question
based on ‘their own sense of the matter. The majority of
states indicated that there is no relationship between
'Federal policies and programs and shifts in student
demographic variables. Many states have expérienced
incresed enrollments at public institutions, with a larger
1ncrease at two year schools. In fact, the increased
enrollment at two year scxﬁools was the most common variable
among the states. This As seen as being reflective of
unemploynent and the economy. Other than the several states
which are responding to an increased demand for .
technical/science programs, none gave any responSe wnéch"

- ?

indicates that action is ‘being taken to Z;duce or capitalize
.upon changes.

B . . E .
Private enrollment levels have remained stable in
many states, increased ,in a few and.decreased in some. Some
respondents indicated_that there may be a tie between.grant

. money reductions and private school enrollment decreases. ' '
. ( o . :

PP PP
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- ‘gecondary level.,. ~*

" class student; it is this student who may be more likely to

" Some states indicated that community college

-

enrollment increases are in part due to a 'new kind' of stu-

3 LY

dent,»i e., the adult student. Some respondents also feel
that the low cost of these schools enables some people who
might otherwise not have 'had" access to attend at ‘the post-

/ !

- Changes again seem to be weighted toward the\middle).

—r

spend his or her first two years at a commuriity cqllege and

.then move to a four &ear school or attend a four year'public

rather.

t

Some'states attribute enrollment’ increases to stu-

dents who are‘seeking an education in technical, engineering

or science areas. Several states are attempting to repond .

‘to this by strengthening these programs. One or two states

have entertained the - possibility of "loan foregiveness"

programs. in- these areas. L - .

IE.. (1) To what extent have federal student financial
assistance policies and programs affected state policies
towards postsecondary education other than student financial
aid? 1Included in this would be tuition and fée levels,,
enrollment caps, aid to independent colleges and institu-
tional expansion/program review decisions. ‘ .

IE- . - The majority of respondents (approximately 20)
-4 , . - . . . »

indicated that.Federal programs and poligies have no direct -

|

, inpact on policies other'than'financial aid. Of the. h

7

1--
LR

;
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18 respondents who discussed tuition increases as being ’
affected by external policies, one half indicated that the
state s own budgbet and policies are the key factor. The |
other half indicated: tht Federal policies have had some
effect upon tuition increases, in that federal funding made
it, e.g., "easier to justify" those increases.. One of -these
statfs which indicated that_ federal policies directly »

affected a tuition increase indicated that this was the case

only with the state's.medical school. -

Only one state indciated that fees have been kept

lower as a result of federal funding.

‘Most states don't have enrollment caps. A few do;

‘one indicated that this is just now occurring and would have

happened sooner without federal funds.- Several other states.

that have caps have- them only at .the professional school

level or. in science/technical program51 ‘this 'is not nece-

sarily seen as berng tied“tovfeaeralufundingwwxwmwllw~lmmmﬁﬂ

[P
“a

IF. (l) Is federal student aid policy better or. less
well understood_ in ‘the context of its impact upon the state
than other federal activities? (2). If there is a dif-
ference, describe your perception of the reasons. .

'IF ' The states split on this one, Generallz,'smaller

states and those with less conple& state government systems

‘indicate that student.ahé*polrcres -are -better understood.

This seems to;bgffifunction of active student aid ofﬁicers'




H

organizations and of good communications between

congressiOnal delegations and institutions and

.
;w"?v:“"’w«;w .

ovefning/coordinating boards.4 Larger, more compler states’
G. -

» generally indicated that student aid is less well’ understood

~ often pointing to medicare/medicaid as ‘a program which is ;/”; f“)

¥
- . . 'S
.

. . better understood!’ , LT o

., 4
A

Group II. State Response to Federal Policies P

.+ IIA. . (1) Is analyeis of the impact of federal programs
centyalized in your state? (2} Which agency or office (or
offices) handle such analyses (3)-In this context, how is
federal policy on student aid handled? (4) Is legislative -
and executive analysis coordinated? (5) How and by whom? v

. -

s

;IIA | 3 There is probably a fairly even split on thl

'} that analysxs is done by the SHEEO office. In states

. ' . ' Y BN
7 where tepondent indicated that analysis is "decentralized”

[ - )

or "not centralized,' any analysis which is done is most ;S

-~

often performgd by the SHEEO office, although in several
“states where the analysis is decentralized it is performed .
by the entity most affected e.g., the ‘state guarantee LA

agency deals with GSL matters' the institution deals with
...campus‘haséd program matters, etc. ‘

*
4

S = . Legislative and executive .analysis is often net

.
‘ . ' . ¢

coordinated; to the extent that it is accomplished by the
® - , ' 2 . .

AY

SHEEO or .the governor'sloffice.

AJ
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A fairly common response, especially in smalleﬁ.

states, waé 'everyone ‘does a lot-of talking and communicating

. ¥

‘with one another, even if there-is no formalized analysis

© process. L - Lo )
y o - : ¢ . - .

¢

ITB. . (1) How, if at all, .has your state responded to
p the ma or changesin~federal student aid policy, such as the
- elig ty changes in Pell ahd GSL?

IIB ' Approgimately ten states indicate that'there was no
response or no major impact as a result ‘of eligibility

changes in Pell and GSL. About as many indicate that

IO .

response was of a Iobbying nature. A similar' number
, \diécussed operational or proposed state GSL or bond issues
\ bfds\utate loans. Approximately five responded that their
' state supported the changes, or even if they didn t agree in

. . principle responded by charging state requirements to be

\ .
consistent. A few ‘'states mentioned development of state .

’ work-study programs as a response, and one state is deve~

loping a state need based program. About ‘four states weré

unclear as to reponse. !

. .Overall, more states were concerned,with GSL . than d

-\ ' o . ~’.. - /I(
. Pell in this respect. l SR .

.

Of the states" which have or are proposing GSL o

’

programs, more view it7as a response to federal~action§.

s
A N
c

. o IIC. (1) Have ‘changes “in federal policy been angbunced
' with sufficient lead time to-'enable the state to respond in
reasonable fashion? (2) Has the state engaged.in.sustained

R o




N . , 8 foud
adnalysis of the impact of .federal student aid poliay, or is e
5 such analysis done on an ad hoc basis? (3) Has there been
~ sufficient information regarding changes in federal policy .
- " available to the state sufficiently in advance of implemen=- '
— ! tation to allow for ay appropriate state response? : . .

s o 3 .
IIC Mos; of the states feel that there is not suf-

ficieq; lead time givenf Of those which thihk‘there is
enough time, many credit not the federal government beﬁ,fé
interyening agency (e.g., the state's Washington office,

'SFAA, SHEEQ) with getting the informatfan to them in timq. J

Pell changes and social security changes were often cited as

recent examples of gases where timé»was insufficient. , .
B4 — ' . L4
+ ,‘ »

Analysis is ad boc'in most states. o : \

‘ .ﬁost\feel that information is insufficient,
af;hougﬁ -éwerfthan those who think lead time is insufficient.
Again, oth fventitieshare credited wiéh ;ufficienc9 of -
. «info?Q?Eion wher; it is felt to exist. ‘

L & “
[

Sev raldstates blame their own infiaétructure for - S T

perceived’ ficiency. ‘ o o

- ‘ ’ :

T IID. (1) 'What is thé relationship between yogr state's
+ egonomic condition during the period &overed, state support
~ for postsecondary education and.federal student aid '
pPolicies? (2) Have the federal policies tended to be coun-
-+, - . tercyclical or have they exacerbated economic swings? (3)
Have state efforts been countercyclical or consistent ‘with
econdomic conditions ' . :




TN

s A

‘1ID Many states with poor economies fee’l that at a time

-

when they are being hit with a bad state eco omy, ,the

federal government is pulling back when it should be giving

. i
more support. ' -

\

. NVad .
Most feel that federal policies exacerbate ‘ecoriomic

" swings while state efforts are consistent.

<

-

Many perceive this issue as a state problem, not-

! \
necessarily tied to Federal policies.

o .
IIE. (1) Wwhat is the appropriate balance between state
and federal involvement in postsecomdary support? What role
'should the state play in the relatxonshxp between the
federal government and the institutions in the distribution
and use of student financial aid furds? (2) What, if :
anything, should be done to revise the relationship between
federal. student aid policies and states? (3) Include here.
programmatic suggestions as well as pollcy changes, at both

* the state and federal levels.-

"

IIE “ Almost as many,oifferent responses as respondents.,
Overall, many feel that the federal government is and should

be the primary source of a4d, with the state supplementing

that assistance.
: \
States split in the role in dxstribution of funds-

many see a value 1n state oversight, some see a waste of
money with the state “in the middle. Generally, the state
should heip'when,it can and not intrude.if not necessary.

4
>
-

-

=
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‘established in 1978. : S

-Leverage ) )
II.A. The state 's grant and GSL programs came into

-exfsiznce as a result of Federal involvement. The grant
'program begain in 1975-6., Alabama GSL beoame operational
March 1981. ‘ - -
II.B. Respondents indicated that federal programs,. par-

:tioularly Pell, are so large and have so mutn publicity that

that isfwhat has made i€ possible to get the state programs

whioh do existy i.e., the Alabama Stgdent_Assistance Program'

(SSIG) and the Alabama GSL Program. Injtially,

- appropriations were made because the federal programs were -

there. When the federal government made cm;backs so did the
state. Alabama began its student assistance program aﬁter
éSlG'and does not oyermatch. .

. : The percentage of students‘at,private schools who

receive aid is much larger.tﬁan in the pubiic sedtor.

Private students are more dependent on aid dollars. -In the .

)

‘vate programs have increased enrollment 3% _per year.

‘ Alabama has a tuition equalization program but it is not

seen as being related to the federal policies. It was

4

"i\)

A

~ time period of the last ten years beginning with ‘Pell, pri-

?




'Appropriate Balance

[N
v

III. . The state is trying to make -education available and

that philosophy will continue. However, unless federal .

dollars are there there will be no replacement at the state -

-

levei;‘aithough\that may be different. at the research end.

- . ~ rd -

Iv. A greater percentage of students who receive state

aid are private school students. .The state's latest survey

show that'slightly over 50% of the state{s students receive
federal aid. There hds been an increase in enrollment;

- however, how directly this is related'to~federal aid poli-
cies depends oh’which percentage*which receives aid is being.
viewed. * It“is speculated that half of the students in the
state\probably would not be in gost-secondary education .
without federal aid. The state has not seen any great

- changes in the demographics of students, i i.e., distribution
| shifts between private and public or within the public ’
system. One thing that has been noted is a decrease in the | .;:

.. humber of veterans who are’ attendingswhichj’is correlated

'with a decrease in veterans' benefits. This has affected

community collegj_enrollment. ‘The state has,not taken any - .

action to r nd to these changes.

-




V. .

'No response. _ | |
VI. at ,'SSIG. If the Feds did'away'with the SSIG program , ']
. there would -be. no need based grant program in the state of . w
Alabama: according to Respondents. There is a feeling that *
the fedeéal threats of funding cuts have carried over into
. the state s philoSophy. In 1982-1983 the matched federal
dollars came from the imstitutions. Any perceived changes
in the SSIG program could be related to the federal poli-
- ] cies, however, they are definitely related to the state' s
economy. SSIG gave grants to 5, 400 students this year.
Many of those would need to‘tqrn to loans or drop out ifxthe
_ program did not exist. - v . v
'3 tn.responding to whether or not the state should
have discretion on use of funds now paid out of SSIG, it is‘
felt that legislators wouldfpay more. attention to a need for -

a work study program than for a grant program and. might T

pos31ny come through with more dollars. R ' , j.a

VI, b. ©  Alabama has'a guaranteed student'loan program which o
- came into existence as a response to the Qederal program.
. The Alabama GSL legislation was. passed in May Of 1980 and
L became operational in March of 1981. .
' ; Alabama s~response to major changes eligibility for ‘
- Pell and- GSL has beeny"changes have been implemented. It
was noted that proposed changes have not been addressed on a,

e w
b - statewide response level . -
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i - VII. .In the past few years there has been increased
understanding of Federal'stngent aid programs. g
Y« Alabama' 's analysis of Federal programs is not e
’.centralized. The‘Commission on Higher Education attemﬂts to 7 .
keep students and financial aid officers well informed - but =
the effort is not weli organized‘at this point.
The state feels,it is given sufficient lend time to
respone to Federal policies, and indicated that it (the
.- State) has érganizationai problems whiéhiimpede‘response. ’

‘Analysis is ad hocy Sufficient information is given, but \_-.

-

(-- B same préanizational problem exists.“ - - '
- S ) . \
e , Both the state's economy and Federal policies dre  ~— e
"linkea to decreasing money for g;udent.aid.' Federal poli-"

cies are countercyclical.. State efforts are consistent.

- VfII{a{ Exempiary:programs. ,Alabama has a tuition equali;

- zation program to help defray cost of stézents attending
'jﬁrivate institutions; ' . "’ _ .
. VIII.b. Not given. | . .

VIII.c. No examples givem of private sector developments. . -
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ALASKA T . | !

‘TIA ‘The State Student LoanvProgram is the biggest stu-

“dent assistance program in the State. The State became

" heavily involved in the loan program when the Peds tightened.

eligibi}ity. The State's .grant program vas develqped as a

result of SSIG. The" State has no pork—sthdy program .

« (dlthough one is being developed). The_State gets'some'Pell

money but this is a small amount.

g

T1B ' Federal policies and programs d1d leverage t[
State in a negative sense. Alaskans were cut out of Federal

asszstance in large numbers and the State had to pick this

_up. GSL was most heavily affected.

-

-~

IIT . The.Feds and the States should be in partnership
éith one another. Alaska believes in a matching effect, but

the Peds should ot be respohszble for more than one half of

‘ the burden: The'State!s role is to coordinate and" to try to

centralize the function so there is an order to it. The

4

state can be of help in 1nterpreting what comes from the
&
Feds- ‘as it comes directly from them 1t is not always in the

!

ﬂést usable form for the institutions. Regarding suggested
revi\ions of the State—Federal relatxonship, respondent
indicated that the Feds need to.decide what it is they are.

trying to achieve and: what the goals are.( This should ini- J“‘

)-"

~tiate student policies Wthh would encourage a state to pur-

tsue.goals. Alaska has a major problem wzth Federal defin—

tiions of needs or the way'needs tests,are ryn because -no

. 0o’ . ‘
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aliowance is made for differential. For example, the cost
of fiving'in Alaska is quite high. Many students are ren-
dered ineligible fgf federal aid in Alaksa because of this,
For example,ua family which makes $40,000 in Alaska is quite - -
different than a family which makes $40,600 in Arkansas\if

each has one'student'wishing to attend college. ’ S

. . . 4
Iv Pederal student aid policies have not affected

demographic variables in the State.

v Nomre. - - o ' ‘ o T
VIA If the SSIG were to be eliminated, Alaska would )
(T drop out of the program. There would be no need-based

- program at the State level. 1If the program were reduced,
the State would $till probably drop out. . The State is an
evenly matched ocne which receives only about 3100 000 from
the Feds.’ There would be no real impact on student access ',
because the program is so small. -

- ) . ’.\'
: Therstate has no problems with the efficiency of "

b
=

. the program, but feeis'that it is underﬁunded,

The Stateé would oppdse discretionary use- of funds.

_ VIB Alaska indicated that it has pretty much gone 1ts
oW way." The State is now looking at the development of its
N own work-study program. The State has a 'tremendous' and

probably the most liberal loan program in the nation.

1. ‘o - . L. Al
1% BN e - & . .
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v

_(Eligibilfty for the State loan is as folloﬁs: Alaska resi-
dent, attending an Alaskan school, full-time séudent;'no.
neéds'testt undergraduate studengs--maximum $6,000 at 5%,
graduate students--maximum'$7£000 at'5%, and if a student
resides in Alaska after attending schod;, the State will
deduct up to 10% of his/her payments per year up to 50%;
i.e., the State will write-off up tbrhalf of the loan'aé

_long as the student stays in Alaska.) The State has a very

- L]

small Pell program.

-

VIC None given. ’ -

VII 'Pederal ééudent aid policies are well understood

and understood probably as well as other Pede;al grograms.'

The analysis:-of Federa{_proérams~is gentralizqdf

-

with the Commission on Postseconaary Education. The

Commission also coordinaées ledislative and executive analy~-
ses. ) - i

A

?

Generally the Staté feels it is given Suf:icient,
‘ lead time, although in some cases ghey’afe no;, An exaﬁple
'§f,this would have been Pgli last fall. Analysis done on °

'rtﬁis,is.ad'hoe./ The State feels téat it is given sufficient .

information. - o -

.
LY ) . , . 4
’ . .
. ‘ - v - » ‘




was flat. Thu's, the State was able to pick up some of the

-

”

Aiaska's economy was on the rise- when-the nation's °

slack left behind by Federal cﬁtbaqks. Federal policies

o

have exacerbated. State efforts have been consistent.
. . -

VIIIA _ Alaska has a very large and liberal state loan

‘program. It is easy to achieve'eligibility. If a studegt

resides in Alaska after complefiﬂg hié/her studies, the
f ’ .
State will write-off up to half of the loan if the student

remains in Alaska. (See response to VIB.)

-

-

VIIIB ° Alaska has introduced legislation to develop a

work-study, prograi.
: ’ ’ '%’?“ |
-
VIIIC None given. . .
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ARIZONA

¢+

IIA Respondent indicated that Pederal policies have had
little effect on the State. However, the Board of Regents
did set aside 5% of last year' s inqrease in tuition for ‘
grants’ to needy students in 1983-4‘ 'SSIG is the only.major‘
state-supported program. Arizona does not haue a stateéwide

program. State ragsistance" takes the form of tuition

waivers; this is administered by the institutions. ! L.

/. * ¢

—

I11B Respondent indicated that there is no leveraging

impact in the State. . l S : o :
; ‘ |

1IC ‘ Tuition has gone up in°Arizona because it is a

3 source of revenite. Federal policies are not functionally’ .

. related to fee levels.,
\ ' ¢ ‘

e ' ‘
IIT | The Federal government- should ‘continue to operate_
loan programs. Grant money which goes directly to students
would be handled better if the states were involved in pro-

’cessing applications and awarding money, but the states

; \f’

couldn't take on this administrative burden without federal )

]

funds. ‘Most institutions aren't set up to handle programs. o
e . . ~ . ' * " LY - .

) ¥ )
IV ., Arizona hasn't experienced any shifts in the
demographic variables as related to’ federal policies. There

: are very few students in the private sector. Community ‘e

]

'colleges‘have grown,at a faster rate, and there has been an

', o




Ml -'*'2 - ’ ) 4

-

increase in four-year pubiio institutions. The community.

college growth is'related to'the economy. Any changes which

might exist in the aggregate nUmber of students are not ’

related to federal policies. Anecdotal data indicates, that
middle-glass sfudents are finding it more difficult to get
. .aid. ‘There s ¥ perceived need of additional funds for the .

middle cIass; “ﬁespondent indicated that more students are_“

going into business and.science programs.

J

4 The State has fostered the trend of students

.business and science programs.'.There is an effort to

improve. engineering programs in the State. The State
Ve ) ' :

,done~nothing in response to the peroeiyed need of the

.

" class: o L.
© ' ‘ M ‘ . \
‘.A'~«; -
"VIA - If the 8SIG. program—were eliminated, Arizona

éliminate’ matching funds and the program would be-

terminated.

"#8SIG is one of the more efficiently operated

prograns. No changes are necessary.

It is not necessary to provide discretion..

v

works well as it is.
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le; The State has not responded to. changes in eligibi- .
lity in Pell and GSL. Arizona is a "late comer" to GSL; o
having joined the program within the-past two.years.'

. ‘ ‘ ' ‘ .. ,". . \
ViIC . None given.

N
VII Federal student aid policies are probably less well

'understood than others.

A

Analysis of federal programs is not centralized in
the State, the process is described as 'ad hocracy.®” The

Board of Regents would do any analysis that might be done. _ ‘;\

s : The State has not been affected by lead time for
‘changes in federal programs because there has not been’
response at the State level. On the institutional level,
bowever, there haye\been problems in delays for allocation
and eligibility. There is a'bnrden:placed on the staff. | Co T “{m

| There is no formal analysis donet. Information is not sufr o '

ficient at the institutional level. .

Federal policies do not affect the economy as much
_ as state policies and money. " The State operates on the -~
assumption that students gill attend. Tuition is'hot,high

o ) - 7 . ~ _ _
in the State. o ' 4 g B
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lI A . The Arkansas Legislature probably would not have

3
o

established the state's écholarship program without federal

incentive. _as the program became more established, tBF

:state put more money into it now it is 75%&sjate and 25%

) federal.

-

g . ' -
Arkansas law dictates. that money muist be provided

to emch qualified student who applies by the deadline.

* 1I,B. Atkansas had no state student aid program prior to

SSIG;. it is now . an 0vermatched state. Leveraging is not

‘fseen to be of any great 4mpact. \The legislature'is not seen: S

as being sensitive to increasing funds' in the face of real

or proposed feder 'fugding cuts. There‘is a formula for

State dollars goxn\ to institutions. Each two and four year

izstitution has an ‘ppropriations blll. An 'ﬁ-amount' is »

appropriated for edycation every two yea;\\When the legisla-'

“tnre meets.

II.C. . No impact.'

'III. ) No rationa

,vIV..  There is no data as of yet to substantiate any ~

. trends. However, in 1981-~1982 there was an increase in

. ;enrollment'at two year independent institutions. There ‘was

a slight-increase in enrollment Ain four year public schools. . h ;g

5 .

There is 2 larger increase in two year than in four year.
¥

schools. In spite of the increaSe in public and dec;ease in o "

‘., private there i€, ‘an overall increase in the aggregate number




'of'students. No direct ties to the federal policies are

>

'seen. No research has been done on what_kind of students

are most affeécted by this. No action is taﬁenvto capitalize-

on these changes. 4

-

v. No\rssponse.: e
SSIG.

'VI.a. The law in Arkansas requires that the

state must provide money to.each gualified student who'has
l}pplied by the deadline- obviously this means prorated
amounts depending on the number of qualified applicants“,
The respondent indicated that because the state must find ’
money for every student there would not b;\;uch difference ,
other than the dollar amount. It is not sedn as something
that would dramatically affect access, but it would- choice.

' VI b. . The GSL agency in Arkansas is a separate entity and

s not under the umbrella ‘of the Board of Higher Education. .

The. Department's only responsibility.is providing occasional
informat%gn to the entity. It has been noticed‘that there

were fewer. loans given after the eligibility changes in GSL ?V

L‘tightened.' As far as PELL;is concerned the Department tries
&l : :

' to collect Gata from each institution' the Department does

- do a detailed report on how much money is coming Yntd the

state and how it is disbursed by the 1nstitution, etc. )

Arkansas has not seen E significant decrease in the federal

'vﬁfunding in that atea, or’ that is to say they haven t seen

enough of a decrease to make them feel it necessary to

. ralley the. legislators.
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"VII.

-

(}

VI.c.

P

VIII.a:

No response. . S

.(See artached);.- e

Nb examples were given of exemplary programs. The.

1}

state has no tuition equalization programr

‘ VI}I. b.

“pagt -couple of years.

VIIE.c.

Respondent indicated that financial aid officers -

" have seen a little more mohey in work study pregrams in the

;') 5 -

.

*There are no examples of private sector developmehts,.
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* - VII The=state~has a good working relationship with
‘the SSIG office in Washington and finds it to Lo S
be very responsive and very efficient. In L

.

' “fact, commendable. ‘
. - ‘..‘ There is no real centralized~analysis of
federal'policies. The state agency does not
have the specific staff or branch for that.
‘31 . . | - Any analysis which‘is ‘doné is done through the‘
| . Director of the Department. The 1egislature'
and the executive agency rely on the Depart-‘ -
. ) ment. Requests come to that office.‘ That is L L
.. the.Department. The Department serves as a L k ,.%%%
| liaison between the legislature and the .
governor.:' ‘
P , ' It is felt that there*is not sufficient time '
in order to respond. An example given was that
. there was ultimate chaos last Year in ‘the delay ’ 3:~fﬁ_}
of information -and funds._ Tbe_delivery system i’-;
- e lastAyear was the worst'ever, although the -
o ' ' R . -state feels more positive about the upcoming ,"¢ ,

year. Any analyses done of these types of ",Q -fﬁé

“things are déne on an ag hoc basis.

X -
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Economic conditions: The state has had
to redyce the state expenditures. The

state funds. whatever the oondition R

S o : merits., There is a very slight increase
/ r:,”‘;, - ) ;::‘ ": . :1 id “"w, - ~{f’\ﬁ Rt . {3-4 —— - k
. - . in funding for the '83/'84 year. .“

Enrollment is pro:ected to bé up slightly

‘G N for that period. The state's efforts are

e consistent with economic conditions. - ' ,

.




CALIFORNIA.

iI b. " Federal student financial aid policies have not

served as leveraging mechanisms. In the overall financial -

[

X structure of the state post—secondary support is a relative-

ly small part.

II C. ahm@pcording to respondent California has not done a

‘lot in direct response. There is not a substitution impact - _—

‘ perceived there, Fee leyels were not raised in response to

-

QPELL. Community college fees were raised in response to the

state budget'\g§3/'84) - .

w

VIiI Respondent found.it difficult to answer the question -

‘%gregarding sufgioient time and information. It is felt that

if something is going to be out the state can get it. No

. one in the state has a network in order to develop a state

S

¢

\t -— positionuwhich makes the centralization question irrelevant

. to some extent. =~ , »

*

VII' -4Clearly federal policies exacerbate the state

;situation,along with Qee;increases and the inflexibility in

‘the state's own situation.' No funding has been increased as

* Grpt

"a result of federal poiicies and enrollment has not

~ 3’» ’ . )
‘~declined. - e e

v . —

.- &
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III. . The federal government is responsible for providing - .
‘ dollars and’shou@d set minimum criteria for the distrihution
of funds, but allow £lexibility for state use. The accoun-
tability of the funding source must tefrelated to'the flexi-.

bility of the system; This would also insure eguityffor all
, . ‘ 7

states. ' Respondent "has a problemﬁ with the federal govérn-
ment or_the state‘getting involved with‘the academic side_Pf
thingsj California has a problem at'this time regarding
satisfactory academic progress, Some people think that
there should be, for example, a set level of the GPA to f“ B
e allow a student to remain eligible for aid however, others .
feel that the state should simply set standards and let it |
*go at that, because it is an institutional dec sion. Both

the federal government and the state should try to avoid

using funds to achieve ends other than the ‘re tion of

financial barriers. This is not to say that problems should

be ignored éut the end should be the removal of those

/
barriers.

,rv: Distribution of students is being affected but it
_is not quite certain ‘at this point-, how and- what. The .number
. of first time freshmen at private institutions is- dropping ,'
‘ and‘it is increasing in the public schools. This past fall’
‘is, according to projections, the. first time there should '

-

. ) have been an overall decline. However,gthere was an
A PO ! O R / S . oo
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inérease at post-secondary attendance, all of this increase
in public institutions. It is seen as possibly being a- ,§=l
function of state policies and not the economy or not .

federai poiicies. The independent scgg:}s thihk its because

of the California grant programs.

Ve ~ None.

VI.a. SSIG. . The impact,wouid be veri significant in

California. SSIG represents one-eighth of ‘the funding for °

. , U X -
state programs. This would reduce: by one-eighth the

available funds at" a time when fees are going up in all four

segments (independent, u.Cal., state systen, and California

(v~ Community Coliegesi. There are now state resources to - -

" expand or replace those lost funds. It is estimated that

the state ‘would lose twelve of its.$80,000,000 in that area;

.This would translate into abodt 7500 recipients. It is dif-

ficult to' .say which students would lose those awards because

California s SSIG award winners are not identified before

hand- in a sense the money is ‘thrown into a pot and they are Ll

identified gost hoc.




" VI.b. That is a difficult question for the respondent to

_ansﬁer; There are a lot' of problems inwthe state ‘with.”

i internav°political tensions. The ;tate 's interests in stu—..
dent financial aid is relatively recent. The interest as a
“state i{s not as longstanding as it is in the eastern part of
the country. Its just not something they "had their act
together” enough to.make any deterninations on.
VI.c. None spoken to;?
VIIr The analysis of impact of federal programs is not - »\if
'centralized in the state. No one is officially chidrged with

state policy there are a lot of gaps in the system. Matters

(~ are handled- ad hoc hoc. Legislativewand exeoutive anaylsis*is

not ooordinated. The financial aid directors are a fairly

st |

‘strong force in the state.
VIII.a. None given. : , ) E . o

AN
VIII.b. None given.
VIII.c. None:given.
1




. ‘ ' COLORADO

II.a. Respondent indicated that there is a clear impact

of federal programs on -state programs. Most specifically,

it made private students eligible for the §SIG program
whereas’ prior to the federal programs, there students ‘were
not eligible for other programs. That has not generalized,
private students have not been‘made.eligible for the other
programs as a result. The other impact-seen is'that'when
Colorado sets up regulations for state programs there is an
attempt made to make them consistent with federal regula-
tions. They are not identical, however. . . i
II.b. There is not direct evidence of leveraging of money
for state programs as a result of federal policies. The
general enthusiasm by students may have inspired enthusiasm
of the state. It eased fears of raising tuition. There is
- really no response of leveraging. In .all likelihood this is
"true because Colorado did not have to create a program for
\SSIG, it already had a well developed state student program.
There is an attitude ‘in the legislatu&e that seems' to be one
of~resentment of_implications that the state zs,erpected.to
pick up federal programs. In short, they don't like to he

told what to.do._AColorado isfan overmatched ‘state.




-‘/.\

) little federal money coming into the state for 1nstitut1ons,.

\ } . . PR

. IT.c. It is possible that as a result of the federal

programs there‘may have been moretfreedom to raise tuition._"
Respondent does not see- any other impact. Enrollment’ caps :

apparently exist but are not related to federal policy.

-IT.d. There has been no response to GSL changes. ,A

task force on alternatives was established. There were

P

recommendations made by the Committee on student aid that
more students should be served.and, for example, they could

work while going to school. In other words they would be

" able to finance education without federal aid. As to awards -

by-campus if pPell shifts, the,state would shift but they are
unclear as to how they would do it.

III.  Colorado would like”to see federal funding and ‘

'policy focused on aiding students, with the aiding of insti~ -

tutions delegated to the state. States should be encouraged

to formulate student aid pblicies in accordance with the

‘state!’ s own objectives. For example, in Colorado ‘there is

.and that is not something the state wishes to change. The -
state should spend money on student aid for its own objec~

‘tives, while the federal,focusesheuld«be—on*need based —

PRESSISISII S

Qassxstance. The state has, for example, merit based aid -
'programs. The respondent also 1ndicated the state s ob3ec~~

. tion to the federal funding“oﬁ states whigh have lxttle.
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' institutional support. With respect to revision of the‘

state federal relationship, Colorado feels that the state is
capable of playing a role in the distribution of funds and

could help the.federalngovernmentf, On the other hand, many

states don‘t‘ﬁa&?"éﬁis"cipagilit?; and 1n’§uc5 cases, money

Tima

m‘-—d‘«-‘ﬁ““

shouldn't go through state agencies. Polorado emphasizes
A '
deregulation of, student aid programs. For example, the

)

government's attempt to reduce fraud causes interference and

costs‘too much. There should be incentives for good manage-
mentﬂ i i.e., emphasis on training rather than auditing._

0verall, Colorado appreciates a latitude which allows them 7

-

to be different.

v

IV.. - There. is no evidence of’ any demographic variable

, changes as tied to federal policies. Although it is :
‘believed that the SSIé program has enabledqstudents to

. attend private colleges. There could be a negative affect

on. the public schools if they were to lose out-of-state stu-

dents as . a result of funding policies. The aggregate number

of students attending 'schools has not been affected

However, the portien of students attending full time was

affected. The state experienced a shift to partdtime educa-,

: tion. Also it experienced somewhat of a shift from residen-

tial to commuter campuses.

NS

<




. know how. v

Usually they dbn' t see a. direct response.

‘ and can't get - aid they'will make a decision whether or not

V. . The state has taken no action on any perceived

changes in demographic variables. One program -does enable

' out-of-state students lower fees if they live in the dorm,

but this affects small institutions only.

Vi.a. Colorado feels that‘:f the 'SSIG. appropriations
decline much more, small’institutions may find it.not ~,‘ ;
worthwhile to participate. If it is eliminated it could end
private‘stude;t participation in programs SSIG is per-
ceived as being a very efficient, well run program. | fs?
VI he . There‘was.no response to GSL changes. A task’ force ‘
on alternatives was'set up. Regarding'awardsiby/é;mpus, if .
Pell shifts, the state-will also shift but they don'ttquite

VII. ~ The state does no central analysis on the impact of . T

federal programs and policies. The Commission, as well as

,

the GSL agency does some analysis and informs the governor

+

and legislature of the impact and makes recommendations..‘

. _,;,»5‘_1'.'
The genéral. impression is that student aid is less A )

well understood than many other federal programs. Student

aid is.one of many factors which determine whether a student
o

.will attend. Fo&Pexample‘éF somebody is eighteen years old

. . . . , 4 . - . . 4 .
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as compared to someone who is sick and

. to seek an education;

hes to mae a decision as to whether or. not to seek medical - ;' T

care. ' " R £ - a L T Y N

fherefis not sufficiént lead time. The:present'
‘ " system is grossly'inadequéte for a;lowiné—students to ~ -
f f adjust. Analysis is ad hoc. There is insufﬁioient‘{nforcfvxx; ir.
| mation. . - o N : o, | ;
& . State support is- cyclJ.cal with” state economy. _ A
~ ViII a. For example; Colorado.has a program which enables o i_ QZ;:
B »-out-of-state students lower fees if they live in the dorm. i" o 5;
| This affects sma;l instrtutions. R o Z:{;\ 'i o
Q'- " VIII.b. No examples gigen. h a o | ' L

VIII.c. No examples given. - ' *. | P 2

b
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the GSL program. However, the state create 'parallel

- secondary.

II.b. * Mo date, theg\ have been few initiatives»on the‘}f$*§;,'“"

4

ey ™

part of the state in response Eo federalsstudent aid finanr :

"

cial policies. The exception would be last year when Q' o X
[} s e .‘\: NN ) “

Reagan's 1983 budget proposal hreatened cuts. ‘The State ;:"f“l

\

‘respondeg& tg? this in three ways: f'irst, it appropriated an

additional $300, 000 for student asmst?nce programsf second, \

) it created a bond program with "an independent loan.authority. S
®, . . .o
- for students at independent colleges to allow themﬁanother S .

. : borrowing alternative. and third, since public colleges

could not participate in that.supplemental loan money there

"

;. vas a $3, ooo 000 bond authority made available for

Connecticut students in Connecticut public colléges.‘ This o ,i e

\“ut is unknown at this time whether e ;". ijg

was meiply‘authorifed

- the funds will»ever actually be released. It as a vehicle. ; ff%g

through which the funds could be routed to public students, ."h? Q_if

if necessary. It is unknown from 1nterv1ew whether _,/J ; f't !;g

~ Codhecticut had a state studeét assistance program prior to?

o] "SSIG~ onnecticut is an. overmatched state. o
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N .‘_II'c.' (In part, same response as to II'a.i In :esﬁaﬁii N .
5,5 . ito threatened Reagan cuts of last year COnnecticut created ; ' f;:a
./’ its own guarantee agency before the GSL program. Hogever,,' .
. the state created parallel programs to SEOG and college work
"'study. Punds were apprOpriated and. allocated to the insti- .

N,

tutions in order to supplement the’ federal programs .

. 0verall because of federal participation it is felt that the'
. ~ state role is secondary. ' o . .
i;:;:> A mhefstate has -held xze’line on tuition and rees.-
,'\; III. The federal government's'role is to'provide access
to the public.for low cost_education and the stat@%should _
play a'secondary role. The state does have a leadership ’
- : role in insuring access "to money for aid. The state should
have more input in defiﬂdng what~institutions-éould best o
benefit from, as well as on- ques@ions of defining elibility “_ e

'0

'of institutions.
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R ' A There have been no studies done on any linkage

between federal policies and student demographic variables.
It is speculated. that if the government backs out of SEOG, .
some students ‘will be forced to choose public institutions. .
‘ ‘Connecticut ‘provides $5,00Q,000 to independent schools for i
}5 | grants. to needy and'middle income families. Overall, ' )
hoyever; the‘avaifability‘of federal funds has probably
'encouraged many who would not have attended school to

attend. The students most affected by ‘the changes will be

e
\u

"middle to low income students and this affect would take the

form of loss ©of choice action. ' "5 *“.
(w - V. . . 'The state has done nothing to-offset any possibily
r Bomr . 6

'seen impact. . .

° VI.a. If SSIG were to be eliminated the result would be -
*1200 fewer state'scholarships. This would ‘cause afminimal

7 ‘ impact on accessl the impact'would be on choicg.‘zPrevious

B ‘\, . reductions caused 275 recipients to be. affected. ,

The SSIG program gives the state flexibility on how.

to administer the funds, and COnnecticut favors the con-

ig : . see ‘the money go to a college work study. With respect to,
= ” kthe discretion colleges shauld have flexibility todsend work

study money into grant programs as opposed to visa versa.

DR
A

“-tinued support of—thg program. The state would not like - to - .
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, . VI.b, | Generally, this is not seen as being tied directly ‘. e

) to federal policies. COnnecticut created its own guarantee"' _~"';ﬁ

: agency before “the GSL program. However, the state created
parallel programs to' SEOG and college work study. Funds
, were appropriated and allocated to the institutions in order
‘ to sipplement the federal programs. Overall, because of ' ‘,':7”}:;
federal participation it is felt that the state role is ‘ A
secondary. : . ’)‘ '
TQ\gate,ﬁthere have been few initiatives on the -
part of ‘the state in response to federal stuﬁent aid finan-
cial policies.a The exception would be Tast year ‘when /;
N . Reagan's 1983 budget proposal threatened cuts.' The state .
| responded to thlS in three ways. first, it appropriated an ,”,fzg?
additional $300 000" for student assistance ptograms; second, £50d
a1t created a bond program with an independent loan authorrty
‘ for students at "independent colleges to allow themjanother :
“., : borrowing alternatzve- apg,third, since public colleges, ' :' . f%gi?
\\\\\could not partucipate in that supplemental money there wag a 7 |
} $3 000 000 bond authority made available for COnnecticut
'students in Connecticut public colleges. This was merely I
,authorized» it is unknown at t‘ime wh;ther the ‘£unds ’ ,;; -
'_wiIl ever actually be released. It was a Vehicle through ’ RO
‘which the funds could be routed to public students, if’

4 - L]
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. ;?I.c. No. examples'given. . ~ 1 " . .. K
° -VII. Analysis of impact is centralized in’ Connecticutd///\

i The state s executive office of policy and management is ’

‘ responsible for this. The Board of Education .also does ana- :

lysis. The Board of Education coordinates responses to<?he

*outside®. » ) ' ] S
. - ’ _" 7’ ..
-The state feels that it does not have enough time

RN
S@z.

to respond to proposed changes. A classic example were the’

proposed- social security changes where there was no lead

‘time for planning at the state -level. The state's institu~

',tions (higher education) coordinated and lobbied as a group _ ‘ .-
through the state delegdtion in order to'express concern/\\' '
_over these kinds of things. Sufficient information is somej
times provided and sometimes not provided. Information is
often not publicized sufficiently as in the . case of social
'security. coe U ' '

) VII. g Federal student aid policy is ‘more vxsxble (as
opposed to better" understood) to the state legislature _

: because of the impact on students. a’ more_vola-:

tile matter, one which is responded to emotronally.

i : Connecticut%s economy is in bad shape, and the

2

.Pederal government is compounding that. Federal policies ’

exacerbate.,
’ ~

VIII.a. Exemplary programs. Eight years ago the state ' xﬁ,:i~fﬁ;{

1

i instituted a tuition fee waiver program.
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None given.
None given.

VIII.c

VIII.b.

s




zovermatched state.

.. DELAWARE "

IT.a. . 'belaware's‘state program is modeled'on-the Pell -
concept. fell is bu‘lt into the formuia for~aid} Pell is °
the first tier, state aid is theisecond tierq and campus
based and PELL is the third tier, This p;ogram was seE;np
in 1978. - | -

II b. The SSIG program served to leverage state

’.appropriations it is the only program which has done so.

[

In fact, it is felt that perhaps other programs stand in the,
way of further state money; the legislature's attjtude is
one of 'w{th so many programs, how can more be needed?'

| Information not given in interview as to-whether or

not state program existed prior to SSIG; Délaware is an.

II.c. The state is unique in that it has:no state poli-

cies on tuitions, enrollment capsf etc. There'has‘heen-no

effect at the state level. It is unknown hoy'institutions

- will respond ‘ “‘

III. Respondent indicated that balance cannot be

assessed. As for the federal role: the college age popula-:

' tion is a federal ‘resource and the government is responsibie'

for equal access and choice to all economic segments of the-

Ipopulation. The state should enhance these opportunities.'
'iThe federal support policy should be nationw1de, and not
.'depend upon -in which state a person resides.A To some

e xtent, the federal government is slipping away from the

'

v

. 4(’




,nationwide policy and\tbis is 'changing horses in

] nid-strean'. -The policy should .return more towards where it
; began (or maintain_current policylwhere it is‘uncbanged). ~K o
' . ‘Phe system has taken a long time to develop and‘it is R

- wotking. ) . -
' f‘rvar There probably arehsnifts.in distributionfof'stuf
dents but there is no real data to verify this. Federal‘aid
.has allowed more students to attend independent‘colleges and

allowed them to make a choice between a two or four, year

school. Budget cuts Qill probably decrease the two or four
year option and send more students to two year schools. ‘In
(: 1982 through 1983 enrollment d:creased in both private and
| ’ public institutions. There is no data to suggest any trend,
however. Changes in distribution such as they exist have
hit the middle class the hardest.: Chgice,;rather than .
access has,been:affected.: | ' \ SN
V.. -The state has taken no action in response to the jk
‘changes.l o ' ” _ | ' | |
P sVI.a.  If eliminated, the state student grant program -‘yﬁ”:.’
f ,ﬁould be reduced by 25 to 30%. The state: would probably not |
f make up that difference. Access, more than choicb wou\d be -
!Zt@h, ‘affected.' Aid to in-state public school students would
f .,,',"decrease, aid. to out-of-state private school students would * ) . i

”increase, oL e




The program is perceived as'being.a very efficient. .

one, _ | PO |

)* " As for discretion and use of funds- funjing is _ f{!’
minimal at this point and there is no leaway for doing
something«other than grants with 1t; The state-has draﬁted~:
a bill for a‘state wori study plan. L '
VI.b. One response has been the draftihguof a bill for a
state work study plan. In an_initiative passed last year by
the legislature, there was established a state—supplemental )
loan authority} Although this authorized the sale~of bonds,
it was without the full cfaedit and faith of the state behind

it it is felt that the program won't get off the ground

without this backing. A )«
VI.c. None discussed. = _ . ‘
- VII. Federal - student aid policy is probably better

understood !han other education programs. (It is probably

‘less understood than other federal programs.i ‘ o

Delaware has no formal centralization of its analy— ’f f;f

sis'of federal programs.' The Delaware post-secondary Educa-;ﬂ' |
tion Commission does’ some informal ad hoc analyszs. The B

Commission keeps the legislature and exeoutive branch informed./:;

Qhe state feels that. it has not been given suf- A

' .ficient lead time to. respond to changes in federal policy.

j Any ana1y81s done of this is ad hoc. .Generally“there is not s
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asufficient'information givent Por example, Pell last year,-
the state was not certain until in some cases it was too .

o late what the- situation wouid be.

In the past bad economic periods were. assoéiated ;{
 with increased enrollment especaall? at community colleges.' {{
Federal policies have exacerbated. State efforts have been ) .
consistent 4 o ’ :
VIII.a. None given. ' )
+ VIII.b. The state has drafted a bill for a stateléork study’ -;;
plan. | Co T
" VIII.c. None given. gmj
t ¥
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ii.A. " Supplemental and complimentary policies have been
developed to meet federal finanoial .aid policies. The state‘
revisits and reacts to policies on an annua& basis. The |
e Higher Education Act, particularly the portions pertaining .“/

to guarantee loan agencies, resulting in an increase of eli-
gible students. . |

: II.f. If there has been _any leverage, 1t has been- of a
negative natureti The state legislature and policy makers
think that the state should pick up where the federal leaves
off. It is the’ opinion of the student financial aid direc=-

- . tors that loans are the best mechanism. of this kind. ,In.

Florida, matching dollars from the state’ have not been a

P

problemy -SSIG. is overmatched 5 to l. However,wthere is a ‘ . 'ﬂ%
reluctance for the state to step in where ‘the government has

established itself as the majorkprov1der. No response was

(7

"given as to whether- or not a program was ‘in place prior to _ ”’iég

SSIG, Florida is an overmatched state.

II.C. Respondent's first reaction was a negative affect.

validating selective serv1ce for Pell would cost one Florida'

S ia
- “, . <L .o, PR

institution $120, ooo. S
In the program area, the statezis authorized to
‘contract w1th private institutions for particular o :f‘.':
f""'\_..... o
professzonal/technical programs (e ges nursing, SOcial work,

I SR
engineering) The state ma es up the difference-of the prz-;'

~ 3 v v T
-t R . LR -

vate and publiq tuition., E rollment is limited.




r Y ’ - o T .,\.,.‘y\ ,
II1I. %tudent financial officers do not faver a regionX;

~

“

hnapproach, they would prefer to go straight to,ghe federal
government, otherwise the process is slowed dow'. It is
difficult to come up with a percentage with resp ct to
'balapce. Student and family resources are the’ folndation,

A

the second level is the federalggovernmeht, and if absolute T /';L
versus relative need remains, the state is responsible. - '
The desirable state role is a monitoring one:/;Zn
e some of the new burdens (e.g., validation); the state could'
B provide technical support.' The feeling is a greater percen««t

tage of the dollars would go to the student if the state had

a role. The most- appropriate role at the federal level is
to provide broad guidelines without getting too specific.
1V, ' The overall:affect: of federal policy has been a L ' ““f

negative impact on students in the private sector, although
there ‘has been a positive affect in the public sector.
' Florida has a @iition voucher program whereby high school
' graduates are given $750 per year to apply against tuition .
at private schools. .Private students are negatively o |
. affected because of the failure of the'Pell program'to4 ’
'increase award amounts 1n line with 1nflation, The E blic
students are positively affected because public tuition has i ' ';'E;f

not gone up at all..

- Any changes in the aggregate numher of students o

’ cannottbe attributed to federal policies. There have been‘




\ ,program began. Public enrollment has remained stable.aq”‘
, cially on a part-time basis; four year enrollment has
femained stable. The number of high school students going

on to school has.increased due to vocational educational

lize on changes.

V’ ZX. Current reductions will remove $2, 000 000 from the

program next year and fewer students wonld receive aid.

This will affect 2’ to
Florida lik

thousand people. <

-

should be changed.

tionary use of‘fund ? Florida has a state work program.

» :
VI.b. A study ‘has been commissioned. And, the state has

Viie. . No resyonse given. )

Florida has a federal relations office on the -

_ Commissioner s staff which\rs located in Washington. This ,'

cs

ﬁ‘:f j,office is responsible for’ informing ‘the state on federaI '

we e T
LB . '
.
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;enrollment increases in ‘the privaté sector since the voucher

VIiI: -, Federal prognams are equally dtfficult to follow. .

;~policy and ?rogram changes./ Not a lot,of analysis is done,}

There is increased enroilment at the Jun&or colleges espe-'—

The state has taken no action to reduce or capita-

~

the SSIG program and doesn't think it

o.response was given as to' the discrer"

H
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. the office is charged with finding changes and funnelling . ;/

the information to student financialéﬁid Commissioner s S
“ office--which would do the analysis.ﬁ The stlte is realisti-

.8

-~

/~/cally decentralized in that sense.‘ Legislative and execu- An‘: L

~

tive analysxs is coordinated. ‘There is a steering comm ttee

“from the.Department of Education, the legislature and the y;'

‘governor's office.
!

The state feels that it has not had enough lead ' d”.f,; "ftf

time to respond to prog;ggs. , Any analysis has been done on , -";i%i
T ‘an ad hoc basis. "Sufficient’ information is ‘not provided. ' A

VIII.a. Florida,has a tuition voucher ptogram for private

’school students. Jt also has’ a differential award program '.'(f i;;ﬁ

, which gives up to $1200 maximum "to private students and $750 ) ;i—:”;f
- "'maximum for public students. A - : ‘,b\ -;f o C.\f‘ {” f
RO vIII. b. The state is im the prozzgg of creating a work s

study program; $2 0oo, 000 would be provided by, the state and

>
$2, 000 000 would be matched by employers.u

VIII.c. The state is in the process of crea;ing a work

study program; $2,000,000 would be perided’by the state*and_*“*f%#"é

$2,000,000 ﬁbuld be matched by employers. EE e
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-GEORGIA: -~ ... . . |
2t N ‘, . h . .’)‘ , ( . ’ A‘
D I ' . : : L ‘ S
:L' T II.a. : Qhere would have been no., growth in state programsl
absent federal funding. The S81IG Bederal program '

k/@;:stablished the state s grant program. ' 'f K ‘
< II.b. . 881G has leveraged state money.ﬂ If Pell money went‘
; into matching programs such as SSIG, the same might be the‘
.case, ﬁespondent indicated that some thought ought to go .

T into more dollars in’ matching programs; \Georgia is an ovér- :; :‘;;

matohed state. The state“;ent_through~a\EEVision and a new
funding formula was adopted which leads to a 75 25 ratio. -
_All signs clearly indicate the Administration's attempt to.
. iy curtail Qrant aid. All factors are generating demand for ' \ .3"fé€

loan money. The state is faced with generating a great deal

of'money. The question is seen ag being how much indebted- s ..;?g

ness should be force on students~-its a social question.

The pendulum swings too far. ‘ : ‘,,.'lk ,;"3' "'.' ' ‘wfgié
, lI.c._ Qg.substitutions‘gr responses to impact have been A "

made yet. G‘ncerns are as follows. in 1979 standards of

'*ptpgress were set which are now in( chads i. e., no progress o
&G - \— ‘ q -
1has been made, and it was, detegmin d that each school should S

set its n standards. Its concern’ hatlstating outright

\f that Student must have a c or'better is absuqd.f In another ‘<3¢if; ‘
. B § ?': _." G P

e ~ R R
‘ madagydjustments to too many of these types of things that'~ Lo




haven't been all: that bad. In most cases the 'state has been
: aBle toQadapt. Bowever, ‘they feel that the federal govern-
ment.. is starting to. dictate. o ;
kel _ _
The state has o enrollment caps (ekcept previously S -
existing ones. for medical, dental and,nursing programs) but
N a -lot of people are being turned away from popular programs. ‘ )
; RBducation in Georgia is 'underpriced. Respondents indie }}‘ s

¢ 7

~cated that their feeling is that the state does not charge’ . e

L]

enough“tuition; this makes'it,hard to swallow.because‘that
. is'a big chunk of the oést of”eduoation.l - l
III.  ‘The SOuth has made a lot of ground but it is still ?
.\behfnd.. In the last ten to fifteen years there have ‘been a - -
multiplicity of programs and a lack of coordination. since :, ' '17
the early ECS studies there has been great headway uSing | :
consistent. forms and needs: tests. g%wer programs exist andt
not as many different kinds of loan programs. On the
. administrative fﬁvel this kind of thing "$hould be brought
closer to the home state and away from Q\C. The. state ’

. | SR
should have more fiexibility. .Responsxbility administration

of programs should be at the localalevel. An example is - 'f‘ ;}’
'the Veterans Administration, where the mul!dplicity leads to

overpayment. For all aid programs. there should be adequate ,7'
'data for.qhatever the program may be to allow for maximum . e

i ;' use of ‘dollars.

-
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IV, | In the fifties, one out.of every two students in:

’the state were in private schools. There has been a slide,
- and now~seventy-eight percent of the’ students are in public 7 !
schools., There is a tuition. equalization program which is
non-need ‘based and any student attending a non-publib school

- can get $700 a year. This has stemmed the tide of shift
towards public institutions. Without”this program smaller

schools would filave closed. There has been a 1.3% decline in »
«the‘private sector--enrollment is up in the public sector

this year--there has been a 5% increase in Junior colleges.

e There has been a slight increase in the four year univer- ) )

(j— - gsities. This has caused housing problems. ' ‘ ".'\ o
e . V. In the works is an alternative loan program which ‘ﬁ§§

;{\T | is. to be introduced in the view future. Tt will involve

' revenue bonding. Np-rurther information is.available; in’
. short, people are waking;up and looking for'alternatiyes it
hasn't quite been decided what the; will,be but the state
Q legislature is not greatly concerned7ahout student aid
-'ﬁinance.~ There is strong ‘state support for the GSL program. ‘
‘ VIia. 1f the federal portion of SSIG were eliminated, _: ':zf 7'{
| ;here would be no replacement by the state." It would reach f 1, -
‘a point of diminishing returns and its possible that“the |

legislature would dump the program. The respondents indi-

: cated ‘that in the sum total more students would be asszsted_"'
\ * \ : .
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if, in lieu of’ eliminating the SSIG program, the Pell money
would be shifted to SSIG on a matching basis. The state

-_programs won't be. enlarged otherwise.

There is no objection to the federal government

allowing discretion or optional plans; however, the. state

‘would not like to see work study mandated.

'VI.bﬁ The state~lives in frustration of what they are

going "to do; there is a lot of grassroots support and -

7lobbying. A lot of the*work that's done is focused on GSL.

With Pell they "take it as it comes.' There is too little
money. There are families right over the cap which do need '
help and the formulas are not sensitive to those debts.
There should be more attention paid to’ alternatives.

VI.c. No response given. .

VII. In‘general.education policies are ‘less understood

than.other federal policies on say, Medicad, Medicare, at

. . least on the part of the governor and legislature. It is
" difficult to comprehend the federal student aid policies

_because they change so much too/;apidlyvand with too little

notice.

Notice for the 84 and 85 year has. been sufficiently"

in advance but this is an exception. In the past most

changes have ‘been” thrust ~upon the state so quickly. In.

"general, the federal regulations are at least too late and

'fits difficult to implement and creates a disaster. There is

Co f‘,';’;S_;"Zj:
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'just'not time. Some information, as it pertains to GSL is . : ':5?5
not given sufficient information. *Information is .more suf- - t“ .:}]
ficient on Pell and campus basﬁd/programs. Any analysis the oo
" state does on these factors is on an ad hoc ba81s. ‘_ S :rﬁi
,Student financial aid is seen as a small welfare
system. By and large when the economy is down more people
are’looking for aid and going to school. The state.s eco~
nomy is not as bad as it is in otheg places. 3
The state's analfsis of federal programs is_not‘
centralized. The regions, are centralized as well as the
university sjstem; and there is some degree of coogdination
(ﬂ of tninking. By and large4the state relies on staté and L
regional offices.
VIII.a.‘ Georgia ‘has a tuition equalization program for
private school students. The state.is currently working on |
an alternative loan program, which is soon to be 1ntroduced
into the legislature. It will involve revenue bonding. o
VIII.b. .n work study program would:be good if it is campus’
-work study; however, community work study would be too labor .

inten51ve, and therefore expenszve.

VIII.c. No example.




L

are different results throughout .the country. " The loan-

ILLINOIS

II.a. ﬁ“ﬁor effect of federal policies has been the grant

area to deal with need‘beyond tuition and fees. There has

" been no reduction: of state- prograQs) In the past couple .of

years federal student aid programs have contributed to the

gawareness and demand for student aid.. ‘
- II b. There has. been no leverage. I} is difficult to

know the extent to which enrollment has been stimulated. ;It‘_'

\ 4
is not a perceptible effect. ‘

T1.C.- There has not been-much effect. Possiblp the
availability of ‘aid has had a marginal affect on psivate
tuition and fees, but in the public it has ‘had none.. When
federal aid grows rapidly, the Illinois contribution hasli
lagged behind. It is a state issue more so than a federal

effect. State has introduced a state bond program but it is

limited in scope. .Only one institution so far has sold .

o bonds. It is primarily ‘for large private universities. 'ita,'

has provided some funds to deal with needs. Illinois had a

state program prior to the SSIG program. It is an over- .

matched state. , ‘

‘I1TI. Respondent does not. know of any general‘rule,'or'

what. would be 'just right' As it is’ now, federal grants

provide the foundation and the state supplements ‘that to

,provide freedom of choice and access. The federal efforts

:to'design a perfect system become counterproductive. ‘There o

-~
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'reduce or capitalize upon any changes seen in the

7.demograph1cs.

-—y

program is one area in which federal support makes the most
sense. The government should also be involved in research.
If there is a stable federal program,it'would'not
be necessary for the state to do anything but design
programs for needs that the feds don't meet. The problem is‘
that of lack of stability.. |
V.  There is no major shift in distribution perceived
between the- public and private institutions. Enrollment at
two year schools is growing; it is catering to a di;ferent
clientele.‘.Four year enrollment is_stable’although the

state experienced an increase of several percentage pointsA

in 1980. Respondent is unable to say whether or not the

. aggregate number of students has changed. As for changes,

again they are starting to see a\new‘kind,of student the.

adult student atthe. two year schools. . . .
V. Illinois' p031tion is one of trying to maintain the

health of all sectors- there have been no actions taken to

vi.a. ~ 881G is ‘not a- major force in ‘the state, and reduc-

tion at the federal level would probably inc‘kase pressure'
to maintain at current 1evels. Although budget reductions

are occuring at the state level SSIG is a small part of that

"and not a major worry. ("Although $4 million isn't small

s .
changes') It is difficult’to ‘know empinrcally what the -




Vi.c. ~ No examples.

'.

.~ atfect nould’be of eliminating the program or of current .

reductions.'-The state'has experienced no real enrollment

"decreases. There would be some. effect if the program would

be eliminated but its too complicated to predict how.
- The’ efficiency or management .of SSIG is not an -
issue, 'SSIG has no. affect on what we do in Illinois". .
The state feels it has all the discretion it needs
in the use of federal aid funds. '
VI.b. The state has built a package on’and if the federal

reductions occur, than that would be taken into account.

- Thus far the state hasn't been able to replace any reduc-

tions. The .threats to elilminate graduated and professional

students from the GéL program and to restrict the eligibi-

lity of upper income students results in a state bond
program., This program is limited in scope and -.only one
institution so far has sold bonds. It is primarily for -
large private universities. It has provided some "funds to _

deal with the needs.

4.

VII., Phere is no major difference in the understanding

»

'of federal student aid policies and other federal programs.

state analysis is not centralized The legisla-

ture, the execn\ive branch, the board and the institutions

. all take a look at the issues. _"People talk to one

_another, " This is a collection of semi-autonomous actors._

. '. ‘ .
‘4 , v, e . . . L
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The only reason the/state feels that is had suf-~- .\"',2t‘
ficient lead timb is. because programs are forward funded. . %::'1 ;g

+ .. Ta

. The state has gotten by, but it has foung_it very o
' frustrating to do so. It is difficult for students tg live
witn the uncertainty. Stability is needed in -order to deal /
“with decision making at the federal level. Any analysis .
done by the state on t is matter is ad hoc. //

| » Illinois is in a deeper economic hole than the rest
of the country..‘?ederal student aid reductions occurred
when\state funds were scarce. '

| tllinois is in bad economic straits and reductions
in federal student aid have occurred when state funds are
'scarce& When resources are scarce the demand is high and

the state has had difficulty responding to the extent of the
demand. Illinois has provided some additional money at the ..
community college level where an increase in enrollment has

A
=

been most noticeable and volatile. - 7 .
"VIII.a. None given. T
VIII.b, None given.

\e .




Stat

II.a. *‘Pederal policy has, had a substantial effect on the
.philosophy, distribution and administration of state '

program . State programs are based on an apalysis of stu--

dent' cumentation. Impact has been modest at best; Four '

years/ ago in anticipation of outs the state constrained

- stat -appropriations. ' The state “has. ‘not been aggressive in

‘increasing aid as federal aid declined. State programs are

targ.ted in a different group.- There is no need for day-to-

day oncern.- The state has appropriated an Act for the

Student Assistance Commission, which looks at federal

doll rs as replacement funds. There is no question about

the act that Indiana has adopted the basic grant defini- : | 7‘
tions and the changes since 1980-81. The state sees a need ~

to b cbn;(stent with the f;>eral government. Is lookinghat

the self-help concept and feels that the focal point is
i federal trends. @ clarification on the finst part of this

response which may seem contradictory Respondent was saying

that the impact has been on the philosophy of distribution

?and administration more so than on the actual funding

-

~

. 1evels ) C o ' oL .ﬁ-;
N N ,
II.b. . Indiana terms this 'replacement' rather than

‘ léverage. By this the Rspondent meant that, for example, of -

$2,000 of aid given to'a student he/she would see $l 500 of

it as b%ing from Pell and then the state award would be

$500, that $500 being viewed replacement. Indiana s

i’

.




a philosophy is to look- at the level of the student funding
that they should have and then look at how it should be ’
'accomplished. Indiana is not a state which feels that SSIG

is a leveraging program --it's just not an operable concept’

.in that state.” As for college work- study, the leverage has {

not changed in the:last ten years. Information infthe

interview is insufficient as to whether a state program pre4\

ceded SSIG; Indiana is an overmatched state. N

iI.c. Tuition and fees are set by the trustees of insti-
tutions and are rerle:tive”of other realities which' are not
tied to federal policies.‘ fhe state-is congidering a loan
forgiveness program for math, science, and technicai areas‘
of‘study. In Indiana, a student is less likely to know
where his or her grant money has come from, i.e., state,
federal or institutional. The institutions have done the'-

paper work. . o

always the same. it is 1mportant for states to understand
what the states want to get done. If federal programs can
~'be carried out at the campus level, then so be it. But,
there should not be a specified role. The state offers“
'reasonable programs. . The state should understand that the
government is not going to make a pitch for a major change

’

in the near future... - : o

/!

‘III. The objectives of the state and federal are not "




4

‘_’4 IV. ‘ emographic variables on student attendance cannot Lo ;

Cs be quantified and are not seen as ‘being vitally important.
~Anything‘viewed in this area would focus on the vocational
‘sector, which now has a lot more students. |

- V. -~ None stated. "“ ' ‘ e

Vi.as The state did a budget analysis this fall assuming
that SSIG would be zeroed out. ' Now that it hasn't been the

y state would go back and subtract those dollars from their I

recommendation to the state in reqUesting funds.,»From a
policy perspective, the state S stance in the past several
years has been one of repiacing federal dollars just as they '
assumed them on the way up. If SSIG was elimirated, the g
state would probably move to replace the - funds, and the stu-~
dent would not see. any effect. .

The efficiency of the program {is not a topic of '

discussion. = ' L

As for.diScretion,,it would be wonderful if the . .. ,:f

fp?Egram were expanded; as long as the discretion is not .
.overly limiting. - . 5\. , Y

’3& b. \ As far as Pell grants, any changes or. reductions -
that came at the federal level would not likely be replaced

,.by the state. The ;f:g of response from the state in

,i - - changes' in the programs has been one of lobbying.

ACOntingency plans lead to plans for a new state loan -

\".‘ . , ,‘;\1 ' . . ' ' ~
I ' -program. . - ' Sl ‘




:"-done by* these chdnges by the SSAC. Sufficient information - ..

.‘vr.c, " None éiven.

' ViI. Federal student aid policies are’ better understoo

:more discussion about it. Also it hag a’ strong constituen

'materials‘and try to figure out the effect. There is’ very/

" how the Fed screws up; they must do as they see fit. This

responds to the question on adequate advance warning of

'_awful and the state has done the best it could in informing

to reach students. The fed is ‘not attentive to’ studentsV

needs, The facts changektoo quickly. L ')/Q'

~ \ I
N ~r ..‘»

than other areas of federal policy because there is a lot .

group in the financial aid officers. Student -aid policy i
as well understood .as other areas of education‘

Analysis of federal policies is centralized in part
but overall is not centralized. The state Student aid com-
mission generally does any analysis that is done. ‘They'read
little legislasﬁve analysis. The’ State Student Aid -
Commission serves the legislature and the executive brazzé v

Indiana feels ‘that other states are 'babyish' out

!

program changes. Indiana feels’ that the fed does rat
understand cycles, States have a responsibility to antici-
pate *what is going»to happen and tO*aCt.‘ ‘There is analysis

is more of an issue than timing. In this'respect‘the Fed is ’

the appropriate people when the feds haven t.. It is harder

’

o
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Indiana s econom1c conﬂition is- bad

’z~§iII a. One example is that institutiong sometimes . IR - ;j'k}
I establish,goals where,ofor example, farm families.don't have:'; ) 'é;
to pay until tha/%amily condition improves. The state does< ,
not realhy enter into. this. It has been mindful of, the"

problem but hasn't’ spoken to 1t.£héhe state has a loan 3 :,' TR
forgiveness program for students in technical end math and-- (

‘science areas.

VIII.b. Thqutate is considering 1tsAown Qork study
program. ' '

VIII.c. None given. ' v

R . . oo ) : *




4 " P " . . - Lo _'t .- . :
) . ‘ -t M- P , o 3
e - TOWA . 7“ ':’ ooEr
e M . " R P
. R : J .’ r' .’, L e
B .. te ) . «

\ II a. ' The programs have been very broad and have :
A~ N

augmented state provisions of funding. Federal programs S ;G%

have reduced thelpressure on the state to pump more funds LT
S S
"into the aid and pressure for rapidly increasing 35523 plan.' ) TR

The sState has been able ‘to shift funds. Thexfederal program -

has had a positive effect on acc/ﬁé and aid.‘ Tt has fur- 7”"‘

nished resources ‘and programs. _ S ' Vel

Al

. II.b. Respondent could not say that federal prpgrams‘have

EFTNN

leveraded money. SSIG has acted as a leverage'and\most of h ‘ '“1_§

e

that ‘goes. to vocational students. This allows other . .: o
programs to be '100% stifte supported.. i ; o
Il.c. - The fact that the state hasn't had to put a lot: of ;
’Y?Zmoney into student aid for access has allowed them to put ‘ “f
more money into problematic areas. Tuition and fee levels :;;éyﬁié;

“in, the mid-70 s to early 80's were stable and since haVe had
{

a cdonservative growth.; (The following statement is not to

. be identified with the State of Iowa in any final repgrt.

This conservative tuition policy left the state with a

reserve for tuition growth for the period when the state

would need additional money. This reserve has been used . 'vrgilfé

over the past threevyears and there is some“le;tu AThere'ﬁ\ .

isn‘t much left and the state will now be Thcreasiné’tuftiohtn "ﬂhfgé

" at a faster rate than growth or inflation actually may call

for.) There is no pressure for enrollment packs 1n the o ,",;h,;‘?
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III. Respondent said that it would be ‘necessary to dig

in order to surface back-up information regarding
J\

"appropriate, and he - indicated balance and he would try to
send it. As for the role of the state~ that produces a dif~
&Aferent answer from different people. Campus-people should .

administer campus programs; state,people should administer

state programs. Por example, work study shouldzbe at. the

institutional level and GSL should be statewide.. As for

'Pell there is no need for involvement by an interim ageno&

between the federal goverhnment and the institutions.

‘-
.‘;nterim agencies soak up money.“ SSIG is another example of

a program at the ‘state level._

IV, Reéspondent believes that there is some effect on’ L
shifting demographic variables, but it is difficult to trace

-the  cause and effect. For example, during the past six

—

'years in Iowa the number of high ‘school graduates. has
’ Adeclined 5,000 per year, whilé the number of entering fresh-‘

‘men has increased by 5,000 per year./ This obviously is a

-~

#counterﬂyclical growth. The state has maintained an impetus

of growth in the publ}c and the private sector. This has
been a significant growth in.the\two year programs.

Overall, this growth may be linde to major federal

3programs.' Needylstudents have chosen local schdbls., During
' this six year period the number of high school graduates

:going on to post-secondary has increased from '50% to 66%.

. -




. Aid at the federal level has levelled off; andfiﬁ

order to maintain access, states pick up the slack. Por
Y.

example, the private college tuition aid program which . is

~ !

pushedjhard for aid to students at private schools. in the

£ace of no growth of federal programs., Withid the period of
strong federal .support thése schools saw a modest'groﬁth or

~at least stable growth, but how that the federal aid is

t

~tailing off the state needs to step in and pick up the B

P - 'slack. EE o - . -

-

v, :Agaiﬂ there is an attitude that the state will need- ..

(i :~ to pick up some of the slack in Some of the programs that
o may suffer rrom/a loss of federal funds,;iLgL, the state
’ ~ college tuition aid program. ‘ - .l lg%
VI.a. 1The SSIG program-in Iowa goes. to the vocatio a1~
programs and.an eliminatioh or rednction in the program .
would reduce the vocational-technical student aid. 'The'd'
state ‘has authority to leSsen the impact of this by perhaps
g spreading it over other programs. Iowa is a state in which
‘;5 ' there would be fewer students receiving grants and the
dollar amount of thevgrants would probably not change.
S SSIG is an efficiently rul program. ' :/ . .
Additional flexibility "is not needed in the program

‘

Q% : as long as states can spread it among their grant programs.

Discretion would be o ‘Ke

" based on need is a large program in Illinois.. The Board f* ‘

-
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VI.b. Thus far the state hasn't done too much in.

response. It has tried to put a plus program into effect

more quickly. It hasn't been ‘very active., Eligibility, e
changes haven't had a great impact yet. - There has not been ¥
a problem with the GSL program. As for Pell, it's 1evelling

off and this would probably put more pressure on the loan

e .
program but there hasn't been problems yet. ( - -
vI.c. None given. /“

?31.’ .Amrederal*studentﬁprograms are better understood than

others hecause of the immediate pressure put on'students and
parents. Also there is a fast turn around on the part of
the officials in getting information out. 4 '
"Analysis of federal programs is centralized. There
is no formal esecutive and legislative coordination. '
‘ 'Absolutely not'-bin response to whether or not
there is enough lead time, Analysis done of this is. on a

sustained basis. As for sufficient information it al1l .

Ld —

’depends on the timing of the decision.

¢

The state s economic condition has been in good

~

shape during the period covered. State support for educa-’

. tion grew in the 70's although the rate has slowed in the ) ',V”

past two years. Federal}policies are countercyclical.

State efforts are consistent although next year tuition aid
. . ; o . ve Yy .

,for'priuate studentsiw1ll be Countercyclical. (The private

4 'college tﬁitionﬂaid“program is.one,which gives-aid to stu- |

«“\,‘

< . ) .o ; . .
< L . ” o, PN .
I3 i - ¥ . oo - g
Lad ., » ' 1 . M B '
- s ., R . i o ¢ ” td ?,
P A I3 Fa . < ‘ . < . B -
’ - e 8 - R . B ”




. 1 s
S e . B
. P .

dents at private schoolg and one in which thexs:a:e_willﬁtxy Hmsf=;;
to pick.up the slack in the loss of federal funds) ‘

VIIIaa. The state .has a private college tuition aidvprogram

.~ which 'is based on need. The state‘is wi;g'this'prpgram
‘trying to pick up ‘the—slack of fall off of federal funds.
VIII.b. .None-ﬁentioned.

VIII.c. None mentioned. T %




A

e

II.a. The impact has been modest. The state;s scho-

H?Llar§ﬁipuandatuition grant progranm .(for private ¢°lleéés) was

‘merged under a single administrative agency in 1974, As a

;‘

result the. state adopted MDE for determining need However,~

a common needs test already existed between‘the two, so that

MDE was not really an impact of the federal poliey.‘ Other i

than that no impact is seen. Identifying changES which

occurred is more difficult. ‘The state.has tried to keep
federal, state and campus policy as'closely aligned as it
could, so that separate regulations would not exist for '

each. To that extent the State has tried to follow federal

policy.

~ II.)b. There has been virtually no leveraging. The

S

"state 's tuition grant program (private college program) was =

established prior to SSIG; Kansas is an overmatching st te.

SSIG may haveghad a limited affect in distribution. Pell

had no real affect. Kansas does not use Pell as in other ;

states. - . . -

~II c.' The Regents instituted a tuition increase of 20% in

1983-84 in the’ face of cut-backs. The state has no

‘enrollment caps; it is state’ law to_adnit graduates of

‘accredited high schools into 'state univerSities. There has

been a modest reduction in_progranms.

The Kansas economy which turned sour this year ‘has

' lead to modest reductions in state funding and lower funding

~

©




'work study._- L )

Wy
i N

- requests. ' It has inspired increased spendinggin college

e

Other kinds of existing support programs would be .
credit hour programs for community colleges.' Therevare
otherdisolated programs, for example, there is a reciprocal

program for students in osteopathic and dental schooling.

_That's a reciprdcal state program because Kansas doesn't

have such programs in the’state.

TII. The federal and the state role is mutually benefi-.

cial. -The state can't and shouldn't be responsible for the

'role of *federal homesteading. It-is necessary that the

federal.gévernmentvrec;mmit as to which programswwill be
ongoing. 6ne should not be at the expense'of another. wThe
state should not funnel mone§ to institytions. And, it. is
acceptable for the government to pressure states into _ |

matching fund programs. The response regarding the question

-

on suggested revisions of the federal state relationship was

to "revive® not 'revise'

; IV, There is no relationship;seen’between demographic -

variables and federal policies. It is difficult to say"that
there is direct effect of federal policies on ' aggregate

number of students. There is an indirect effect but more -

'

. often than not it*Ts a result of other factors. Junior

college enrollment is up, private enrollment is down, and

'the ‘four year schools are down Just a little bit.f This 1s

..y'
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' seen more as an affect of the state s economy" and perhaps in'

part as a result of the indecision on the part of the feds

on aid programs. This produces uncertainty.

- & e - - - . o ¢
- . : , . .

V. . Noneo . . ) . . o ’ ’ - ‘

- VI.a. " There would be a direot impact if the program were- -

_eliminated or‘reduced; SSIG funds co-mingle with state

funds to aid 2200 students. The state probably‘would noti

replace the funds. 800 students will be affected_ by this

~,

\. _Yyear's cuts. Students arelseen'as’being on a continum,

there is a point at which some will not attend as a result .

'of the cut backs but it is unknown how‘many“that would be.

(: : SSIG is an efficient program as it is now.

There may be a need for incentive for college work

-

study, it may be beneficial to have such discretion.

-

However, it could also result in a number of states losind’

: money and Kansas could be oneé of those. Its a matter for

4

'serious consideration. There are some merits to having , <

money for states to estaé/}sh wark studyf‘that would be seed

money. If states would overmatch it would generate state

3

dollars more quickly. ” ot
/// VI.b. There has been no real'state-response.' A private - - o
. foundation, the Dick Hawks Group, sells bonds. ‘There is no

’ -

central authority. A students last resort would be to go to

" a private source. o - i - "X"‘i::”'




\:VI:c. . None _

VII. " Pederal student ‘aid policies'are not understood bp‘

anyone except financial aid/people. Students don;t ’
unde:stand them, parents don't, guidance counselors don't

_ and institutions other. than aid people don t. It is too

2~
complex for people to be well informed as terrihle as that

is. - |
The state's analysis of issues is decentralized.
The private college association does some analysis. .
Everybody to some extent does their own thing and then com-
municates with each other. - B
There 1s not enough lead time to‘enable states to
respond. Pongress ignores the need for advanced planning.

Analysis of these.issues is done ad hoc.: The,feds do not

',provide sufficient information. NASFA does. Kansas relies

v heavily on NASFA. It is ‘the opinion of’the respondent thatl
. the feds also rely heavily on NASFA.
‘ Kansas has Just thlS year begun to feel the p1nch \
‘of the bad economy.. B ’ '
VIII.a. :Nore. o
VlII.n.' None.

‘'yIIl.c. Nohe. - : o

3




. KENTOCRY . e

v’

Note:  The Council on'Higher Education is not a governing

board. The Council does not have responsibility for state

programs ‘on financial aid. It is ; coordinating agency,

which deals with the institutions, conducts reviews, and - i
makeshrecomnendations. ‘That is the perspeé%iye of the = - .ﬁ
'interview. |

II.a. Pederal_programs have not had that much:of an

inpact. The‘biggest;one wou be GSL, which has grown over -
' the past three years. This is tied to-the guarantee portion
| of Eederaf—policy._ “Phe banks in’ Kentucky do~ “not ‘want £ w.J
‘hold the paper.‘ The “result is that the\hggte has been.abie ,: '~‘€{ :
(ﬁ 'to-prowide a larger’number of'loans. .r ‘ -
II.b. Pederal aid policies and programs have not given
leverage for additional appropriation. The state *has ax

small SSIG program whichtis overmatched. The state is

.

- moving towards self-sufficiency. B o ! . .’ " ,/“?."
II.c. There is not a great ‘deal of impact.' Kentuoky
"deals with tuition and fees as a function of cost. In-state
students are 'subsidized" There are no enrollment\caps

except in‘certain programs (e.g., law, medicine, dentistryf

and no aid to independent institutions except for- the

Iy

.Kentucky tuition grant program.

A

v I1I. Respondent found the question difficult to answer.

) The block grant concept is more acceptable to states as long

~-

r
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as there is.accountability.. The_feds'shouldn't.be igvoivedh i:.
in distribution’to institutions}(they should;set guidelines“
and let states implement‘their own programs. Thelstate
shouldn't have the right to "yea or. nay” distribution to the
instf@ﬁgion. The feds' role as guarantor . for’ loans is a
very important one and one on-which the ‘state relies.
Iv., The state hasn't done much in the way of studies on -
- . . demographic variables and it does not track distribution. Aﬁ
l larger percent of students attend public institutions. This/;{
doesn't .seem to make a difference, Kentucky has a state 'ﬁ.

grant program specifically for private institution attendees

'

which is not a part of the federal package. ‘These._ variables m##pﬁ

are seen as being tied more to economics than to student ' C

aid. They are not Ried to federal policies. A state'keeps,. }/%
‘tuition low at community colleges without: regard to federal ‘
policies.

v Ve None given. =~ B

VI.a. If the program were eliminated itlyouldfbe at a
Va cost of 3600 individual grants (1800 indiyiduals) Most of
these 1800 students would probably qualify for other finan~
‘ cial aigd packages through the institutions. .

. The _program should not be converted into anther

kind of program, it LS most helpkul in grant form. .

’ s




' fairly activeﬁbeople, Perkins and Natcher..

T

.in lending change. }

. VI.c. \ None'discussed. i

VI:S Kentucky s only response to the changes was!to -
change the appropriate limitations and questions on the

forms to reflect the changes in the feds forms, e. gi truth

| . BT

viI. Federal student. fqnancial aid policy is not
understood any better or wokse than other federal programs.’
h_Kentucky does not lave a centralized analysis for
the'review of federai progran imbact. The counsel collects
the data-which is requested by the state 8 office- of manage-
ment policy, which isQEhe govérnor's analy3is staff. u:
Bxecutive 5hd legislative andly3is is not well coordinated.

Erom the perspective of the counsel, there is

Aenough:lead time given on federal programs. However, the

¥

Kentucky Higher ﬁducation Aesistance Authority would\pro-

bahly‘eay that there is not'enough time given. AAnalysis is
ad hoc.‘ Information is sufficient again from the perspec-
tive of the counsel while the KHEAA would probably disagree. »
The“ability to. obtain good information is a function of how
active’Congress is on these matters, and Kentucky has two

: Kentucky's.economy has declinediover the last three.

years. _Ali areas of higher ed. haue"withstood'hudget cuts

to some degree.i It is unclear‘what kind of tie that is to

oo~

< T -




federal policy. Federal policies i're ébuntercycl‘iqal and
state .efforts are consistent. = “ 3
. VIiII.a. None given. . . : | ' v o j&
VIII.b. None given.

7

LA

VIII.c. .None given.

-




LOUISIANA , . =~

- II.a. Lonisiana is—a low tuition state and thezfederal

. programs have helped support’ that. Th\re are few state
assistance programs. The private sector, which is' 15% of
enrollment, has been greatly aided by Pell and SSIG. . ' }:
Louisiana would not have had the SSIG program without the -

tederal incentive.

- II.b. Federal programs have helped: to leverage state | o
‘funds especially in the case of SSIG and GSL. More'impor- R
tantly, the programs have provided access toemore students, ’

- and increasesnin enrollment--which.is still growing; respon-

dent attributes this to féderai policies.

«

II.c. Louisfana is a low-tuition stateiand‘has\been able

to keep tuitions low because of federal programs.' There has',
: not been a percipitous rise in tuition. There are no :
enrollment caés."Proqrammatic decisions.are controlled by
the Board'oﬁ Regents'and cannot be attributed'to federal
policies. 4
R _ III. - The federal govergment's role is dual in that it '~ .
should- provide students financial assistance programs and

¥

.—""" funds for basic research. The federal government should

-

focus on non-give away allowances for the poor. ‘The bulk of

"balance is for the state to take over; the infra structure

for higher education. The state should have knowledge of

. . .




what is taking place and should help when it can but if‘not

necessary, should allow the institutions to deal directly
.. with the feds. -’ '

IV. The federal policies have enabled the private sec-
tor to maintain enrollment percentages. There are no major

y | shifts in distribution seen, although the’ aggregate number
//l ' of students intending post-secondary schools has increased.

.tower income students have benefited the most.

v. » None given. - _ ) - -

.VI.a, 2}he sgeculatiue answer is that Louisiana would -eon-
tinue to opérate’the'state?s share on a similar hasis.‘nIt ;. ;/ji
( is conceivable that the program would turn 4into financial .
g assistance to._the private sector only.i ' _ SR

v ' , ) The'program is efficient. The intent.of. the‘r

* program is good and no changes- should ‘be’ ma%% E ,'%:‘. : -

. . Work study is adequate as it-is now.-;




"
LI

VI b. Louisiana is in agreement with changes in eligibility -
X .8 -

and feels that the only response necessary is to comply with

- the changes.

. ":

VI.e, . Louisiana s attitude 18 that all federal programs '
should be abolished saves two: GSL and SSIG.4 The State has . 'j’
, little 'use for’ give—away programs. Obviously, they wouf%

need to liberalize their standards somewhat for the poor.

4

VII. #ederal student aid policies- are better understood

L] ~

than others. The goals are well accepted,by society and,
.although’ the general public doesnTt‘uEdarshand the finer
'p01nts, it is aware ‘of the programs. ~ o, e

('f ’ ‘ N Analysis of federal programs is not gentralized in the

- - 's
State. The Governor s Commission of Services to Education

- -

“
is the agency which handles GSL and SSIG. It is administra—

T4

tive only. It 18 a composzte group of other boards. Non-

. - campus aid programs are housed ‘n that agency. The Boardrof
ST e

o " .. Regents: does some analy is and reports to the State legisla-

N - . -.",“\- . ’ ' -
ture “and Governor. o y Ce ’




‘ . ’

The State feels that there is enough 1 ad time in -

.-

which to respond to changes. Analxpcs is done on an ad hoc

~y

basis. A master plan is done evenyigave years. Sufficient

. lead time is\given. ' T e

‘ Op until 1982 the State s economy was in good.coh- _
dition and was able to support increases in postsecondary

; education. The ‘economy is bad this year @nd there have been

very few state-aid programs. Most are cooperdtive with the

federal programs.
. VIII.a. None given.
vrn b. None given.

VIII c. None given.:




-t

. . .

-Maine

~ ' IIA--None given. ‘ : ‘ S L
: s , . o —
The leveragirig concept is not appropriate in this. State.
'//(/—*ox/naine does not use State money so°much as matching funds. . ]
‘ - . - - . . - . . '-
— . . . - ‘ o T
R - . - ) '

Federal aid has enabled students to meet the State's

increasing costs.

. III--Not given. : S ' ' .=~’/
/ Y - ", '
- Demographic variables are having some effect but there

is no quantitative data. Student aid increases the number

of students who would otherwlse attend. There is a slight
L shift to public schools froﬁ private., Certain margidal stu- B
| dents would possxbly have to drop out. The aggregate number
of Students would probably drop in the face of large budget
'cuts, e.g., a- -20% drop in a1d would probably lead to a -

‘decrease of 3- 4% students.

=

‘ V--Noue given. 7/

. -




L.
\

E ‘VIA . _
L ' If SSIG _were eliminated the effect on the State would be
" minifal. Maine feels that it gets the "short end ‘of the
- stick anyway. aney is allocated to the institutions. The
‘effect on access, if ‘the program were to be eliminated, is . *
not measurable. The only changes the State would suggest in
‘} the pnoﬁia@ would be to.make it a richer program. ‘ ' | -

VIB--Not given. o 5 _ | -
'IIC:-Notvciven.
VII--Nof given. ‘ ' . ';5
VIIIA--Not{given.

VfiIBe-Not éivenj ' . ‘_' . ~‘ o ‘ ‘;'“

. *  VIIIC--Not given. N - T




IIA

B N
.~ L |

_.The federal government provides the primary,source {75
to 80%) of Maryland's Students Aseistance‘Funds (10% state,

'10% institutional resources). A main concern/impact is that

students would become nore.indébted with. Pederal cutbacks.

1

\

—r ’ . B - v, " -
. : 3

118 . , , : _ :
L. |

.. }

\

|

|

— ~

Maryland is reliant on Federal aid; =afid somewhat compla-

-~ cent., The PFederal programs were good,éand State programs : \ ~
have been built upon those. State programs are constructed
to take'adﬁantage»of Federal money first; the need jor State

_money.was not stressed. iThe State will now need to assume

}T .. responsibility for continuing a high level of access.'

( , .

IIC

C o~

-

“Phere has not been’a tremendous impact. Primary policy
.decisions have beenlto encourage diversity.in both private
and independent sectors, and to try to keep the independent
~ | 'sector strong. ‘A major impact of federal programs was a

higher quality.of. operatlon overall peqause tuition was kept

- at a reasonable level relatlve to cost. Tult;ons have
]

, increased, permltting a contlnued hlgher quallty of opera-

tion and to- bring revenues up.

-




The federal government is the primary prov1der. ~“The
_state role is probably good as_it has existed. Maryland f.\

~would like to see more input at the State’level and feels -wifﬂ‘ ks
'that a lot of things are dropped upon them. A better system K.,‘K*@'

. would be to involve State before policy is made. - o

v

N
The effect of Federal policies on a demographic e .
variables has been at. a minimum. What isﬁbeing proposed_nov - A

by the Administration may ohange this in ‘that it would

encourage students to select a Iower pr1ced education. S50 . i.¢
far, a high degree of choice has been ava1lable.. 1 | -
V--None giveﬂ? ’

: . ’
via . . | s

The impact of e};m1nat1ng or reduc1ng the SSIG program L

would be much less money in the State “scholarship program. :
Th;s would tend to reduce the amount 6f money’ that would go, ' ‘}
toqthe upper income  porticn of the needy. The State would s i”"'
‘need to be more selective in channel1ng the‘money.to the . q%uf

neediest students first. ,

»

--“ .“ ". .
The program 1s operat1ng well and changeseshould not be ,

.. . N X

made.




No expansion should be made in the program; theiproblem

is a shortage of grant‘money. _The State is not'opposed\to\v

: ' an_ex%ansion of college.workfstud?, but it should not be atf'

I the expense of SSIG. ’
VIB _
. Pell has_been the cornerstone oﬁ_financial support. The
Pell reduction resulted in less'grant funds for needy stu-
dents and has boosted community coliege enrollment and hurt
the independent colleges some. This has not been "
experienced éo any great extent.. On GSL, analysis at this
point indicates that changes have not been major- yet. For

- : example, fewer people may have- applied for GSL uhen the o

difference in those students above $30 000 who have applied .

* and been able to show some need. It ‘has been more incon-:;'

v -venienced, but thece has not been a major impact.

C--None given. . r - K .
VII . ’ . . - . -

~

Federal student aid programsnare well-underStood.

. ,
‘Phe State' S analy31s of federal policies is centralized

in the State Board for- Higher Education. The Board does

initial analy31s and reports to the Governor -and the s

legislature oh impact.

w T x
. . - ”
. [ . ‘. X
P . . B [ 89 [
. . e « i .
v . . ., b
7 . [ , ., s
FullTxt rovia c s .

. ¢ . s .t . .- . . . .

. v P ' 2, -

2 yl <

- income limit went to $30,000, but the State hasn't seen a g‘

P

»




The State feels that it 1s not given enough time to -
respond to changes in programs. Information provided by the
_Feds is not sufficient, and there is clearly a-lack of ana-

' lysis on their part.

_VIIIA--None given.

-

ViIIB--None given.’

.VIIIC--None given.

>




MASSACHUSET®TS

IIA

L]

The State at thisytimelis trying to expand‘its role i

face of federal cutbacks. S Lo

1
Pederal policy has served as a leverage for the cofi-
‘tinued funding of the Statg's scholarship.program. , - '

Massachusetts is an over-matched state. The proposed

s

federal’butbacks have in essence almost .forced the State to
- deal with the package of student aid. Several pieces of

‘legislation are- pending, including a bond program for loans, .. .

f ”~

<l I college work-study, and graduate program support._ When -
Federal cutbacks came, the State did -a report for all sec- B 5l

tors. They looked at every Federal_program com1ng 1nto the

State and developed a budget looking at ‘all possible resour-
'ces. One of these was "corporate support.” g f - .

1

<

’ * ’ * ) . B N — /-—*
; . Massachusetts has a tuition waiver program. There is /
I C
. also a cooperat1ve program between public and private . o

. . schools- for example, there i3 a proposal where engr er1ng
e students at U Mass and BU can transfer to local pr1vate

- engineerxng programs with the" State mak1ng up the d1fference

1n tuxtron. Although thas may not: be- d1rectly tied ‘to
Federal pollcxes, these federal polzcles, kept the money

tled up, encouraged this k;nd of development. There is - R




tuitlon waiver pragram for unemployed people who need
e

tr ining. This occurs at community colleges where approxi- mé*h

h Y

makely 120 people who are unémployed are exempt from paying
tufition. -

The State s analysxs indicates that fznanc1al aid and

p#rental contributions play the dominant role in the cost of
education, not the federal government. This partnership of
parent and éederal shotld continue, the State ddesn't

believe in.free rides. Loans and'work-study were also major
_parts. Students are also carrying a major role. The major

' contrfbutlon’of the State is in the public sector where Y
award levels are adjusted for independent schools. The
VState is looking for .the Federal government to enhance

Lrs

access for students as well as choice. The respondent'

4

comments on the State's ro1e are not to~bejidéntified speci-—- ’
K ~ ] . . ' \ . " . " -~ Ly
fically with Massachsuetts if used in'a\final report: The o

State's role should be one of coordination and‘information
. e .

. gathering. It should also be one of monitoring. Across th,

"system, the State should be in-a po51t1on to assess the

resources coming into the publlc'system,ln opder to.be'ahle

-to plan and make policy.

~

’
»

.




-3 - " o . 4)

.

- - Any revision igﬁthé Federal-State relationship-might be

' a move foward increasing matching dollaré for programmatic

‘1ﬁitiative; for exampie work pkograms. - ’ ' : 'w-

-

Iv ,
- .t
.

. 8

Masséchugegpé,has experienced a 3% shift from indepen-.

dent to public institutions this past‘year; this is directi}

- related to the cost 6f'attendance. (Public and private

- enrollment in Massachisetts is’fairly evenl& baldnced v

overall.) The State’ hasn't seen a shift of students from

four-year to';wb-year schools.. There is an open admissions

,poiiby at the,commuﬁity college system. As for the aggregte - v

- - / .
n&mber of students, the prd?zctions are that .there will be

‘'some decreases in studef attendance. This has not been

gxpérienced yet. The State\imports a lot of students. So

far, the numgér of students attendihg is holding steady.

. .

“r
N~ R

,
A 4

The State provides propogals aimed at assistance to

independent sﬁudents inuptder to enable .them to retain

' acceSSO 2 v : ST = .-‘-\
- Y - . S N
3 M i v -+ . e . * ’ . . *
vra. . . |

If the program were to Q;\:I}minated{ 4,500 stqdents~

would be'eliminated.':Thé'Stété might not replace that -




y P

.

_money,uand more so it wouldn't givk any kind of leverage.
It is probably the marginal students.who would lose out on
- this,’ the students with the most need would probahly stlll

receive aid. ’ These marginal students may have to drop out

- of sohool. | .

-

. ‘{/"The State feels that the- establishment of direct grants
s a matter of priority, CWS is a great program but it -
. should not be expanded'at the expense of the grant program.

There is no'problem with discretion as long as it is not

-

mandated. ‘ ‘
\é, . ‘ i i
ViB ' o * . '

3

. The State has established a loan authorxty during the
o past year. It has insityted a lot of other. proposals or
‘ programs in order to have the State pick up a lot of the "

. student aid package. 5
o S
IIC~-Not given. I ce T

V1I - .
Federal student aid policy‘is'better understood than
‘other programs. ' I

* » &,

Ail federal programs are centralzzed in the State of .

- Massachusetﬁ@ The Board of Regents is the agency wﬁich '

-




-

aqbounces the Federal financial policy. The legislature has
taken a leadership role in dealing with these. analyses ‘of
'-\ - student programs and possible cuts. The Governor s office

plays a ‘role in the analysis and has a special unit. on QGU"‘jf‘

K

" - cational affairs which<is a new office. The Board of

Education plays a role also.

4
e

At a time when State unemployment was low, State funding
was 'increasing. At a time whegn the State wanted to grow, .
the federal support was not there. Federal policies are -’

countercyclical and State'efﬁorts are consistent. ° ‘ -/

» /

f I3
. - There has not been sufficient ledd time in the announ- :

¢

' cement of federal programs. The State's analy31s 1s
, ongoing. There is ‘not sufficient information éiven; this is

.also a time problem and a source of some frustration.

C e e
Iy hd é

L3

VIIIA

Massachusetts has a tuition waiver program £0r

o

unemployed people who need training. "This takes place at S
the community college level where approximately 120
unemployed people were exempt from paying tuition. This is

#‘ - based on a model and extended ‘to all public schools’

l— *s
L. . .

7 yi1zs . ; : o .
*The State is developing its own'college:work-study o L
‘program. '

o ’ C S
' S}J . Lo o o




5 vire '

* ’ . - ':

- The State ‘has -initiated a program where private industry

rhelps to support technical training.- This'is in effect

s tuition waiver program and a cooperative’ program between
-~ public and private institutions. ,For exampl—e, students
N interested in engineering may begin their training .at U Mass :

or- BU and then transfer to local private school engineering

programs with the State making up the difference in tuition. .

Industry would help \:o -update this program. Th’is is has

forced a closer .cooperation between all involved."_ o <

Also, the” state is’ exploring the concept of corporate .

( Ny ‘ support as ‘a budget tesdurce. - oL

. L, " . . ¢ + e
- .

v




‘Mrmso'ra o AR

In Minnesota, Federal progra:sj?re tLe core around which
tt

. " State progranms have developed he same tiqe, the r

State's intention is to take’ advantage of the iedenalzmoney e
without allowing ‘it to drive ‘the State program. ’;,' ST
' 1IB

Minnesoéﬁfis an-.over-matched State. . -
: | . .

’ . . . -

There has baen no leveraging’i@pact; ‘The State is

- -

. ; generally ahejof what the Federal government'is,doing.

K . IIC . , ‘ )

L

To a very liMited extent, the State\has recognized that
with assistance available, it can allow tuition to go up a ’ .

(j small amount~for those who.can afford to pay. This is not

necessariay tied to Federal policy. . " - ]
"The State‘s philosophy is that it should try, if not too L.

Y 2

offset Federal reductions, to move for a change in State

' programs by establishing the principle around which the size

- R L R R L VN

wﬂ%%*» —-. -‘: T et 3 A Y o -, ’m.\ﬁv"’e" g, A s R e T ;
- of a State grant is determined independent of how the grant ' <
1s‘determ1ned The State would take advantag of)?ederal s
R (@oney, but not foldﬂw along behind it or respopd directly to.
* [ - . - - N : - -~ n' . N
\ . it' , v e 4 ‘ ’ L. - ' = A
Lo e L Ry
o - III - , - L ) A
. ) . : \ :
¢ The most appropriate role forl_the Fed is ‘basic support , el

. of individual students through grants and loans, and sup~. -~ ,, 7.,

o B s

- wv‘-"““‘ - S Y MM

:1' B ports for applied and the basic research. ‘The State has to

Q ’ . ' a 3




be a central force if substantial money is involved or 16 R .

, .

i PIRY e

would undermine the: State s goals for higher educatiOn. The .

c

s;\te is opposed to Federal initiatives which seek to change

. s e . ) ’
State policy, e. g., SSIG. T R

A I |

-y e

Iﬁz\ - - , SR

. The respondent sees no effect between Federal policies . .’

andidepographic variables. Does'not see a change in’ ’

~demographic variables. ‘ :

_1\‘11

V--None.- -+ Y

(6 ' v’.IA-( e , o . ., ) P % e e, L 4 T . "'i: !
. - ¢

- .

. . . . *~
Hinnesota is an over-matched state, Pllmlnation of the

]

v program would, mean a reduction of 5% of present\grant

LA

author}ty. it is debatable as to whether or not the State

would ‘pick that up.- .

. The State would recommend no changes in the SSIG K

program. . .

The State would favor more discretion in the use of

) funds; the State should‘not be tied to~Federal‘demands:’ o~ ,
, . ‘ '
.. "Don't make the tail wag "the dog."™ ) '-,_,éq/()

.
» .

ViB _ , N -

, Minnesota would trf'to, if not offset federal reduc-
oL ' - Fret

tions, move to change.State prograns by establishing avprin;f i .
- w .

o ciple aroand which the size of a sbate grant is determined T

',(38 . n




"thibiﬁdepezgent of how the grant is determined. Minnesota would ‘

take advantage of Federal money, but.not follow along behind i

L4

the government or respond'directly to }t. The State is don-

- sidering a supplemenhal 1oan program in part as a response

j to Federal policies. : o ) e S
e T « /‘.‘ N
"; &:‘,(‘:.“' ~~VIC--N°ne0 ) & '- . Y . ) N .
'... . . ‘ °h X : , . . " R * . [ i
VII . o / . ' .
’;‘People are probably-as confused by Federal.pslicy on = ’ ~
| . -~ N N e

student'aid. as they are on other Féderil issues., . ' ,
: -~ . - y . 3 ' ' ~
LN , 4 . oL :

Analysis of Federal policy is centralised'in ‘the State. '

‘%

3 . . \
Ny The responsibility lies with. the" Coordinating Board. The: . d
Board reports torbéth the legislature and the Executive o -

; Branch , . A y ’ ' ' , ™

«

The State does. not- feel that enough léad time is given

AT ;

, to respwhd to Federal polity changes. ﬂThe analyses done_ by ] ' L}t

T

A : the State is ongoxng. aThe State ‘does not feei lt is given

23 - .

o .
. -

' ETRR
s sufficient lead time.‘ . _—

.o ‘ P . L, « Tk

L'} "" i
_— , Fedefal financial~support has/gallen of£ along thh the
. ' State's economic cdnditign.. State support has held firb- ‘

although there have been reductions, the support has been

77/' " reasonably cohstant., E "




'MTSSQURE

_IIA A : e IS
The Federal government has inspired programs and the
State of Missouri has reacted.. Phanges were made i the

. SSIG program to include nonprofit technical schools, this .
o was,éireétly related to the Middl@ Income Assistance Act of IR
‘e ..o "

1918 ‘kissouri d#d not have a student loan program until .
' 1975, it was established to receive inter-governmental C T

funds. *The State would npt have a PLUS program without the .
—_— « R - . . .. ‘
Federal 1ncent}ve. , EE R L -
/. <. . . . i R
\\.' .. . . . . -. . " . ~ , . ) . . . L.

: IiB ’ ) . - v : . ’ 3 , * v.: : N . . 4‘
~ ) . . . .‘ ,‘ . .. ~ [ 0 . ; " . .
-Missouri is an-over-ma@ched .Statewhich-did not have a - ,* .,

- D | B /
program prior tﬁithe Federal ohe.” 'To some extent there has

LY

been a'leveragi mmpact. With. the Missouri Student Grant -

Program, the State must come up with a certain dollar . C o
' figure,_that is, 1t 1s not a dollar-to-dollar match : .;’

1 8

_situation; It is a political greature 1n that the program
‘ vl
provides choice for students w1sh1ng téd attend private
) schools' 8§% of the student grant £ nds go to students

o attending‘private schools.

;IIC ‘ -‘ ,’ . . . . ’ . " 4 ):
‘ Respondent is unable to say whether ‘or not there has - h R
been a substitution impact in genheral. This would occur'

2 more at the institutional levela Some universities -are more

. — e ———
o willing to increase fees (tuitions) in Missouri because of

_[]iﬁ:, the availability oﬁ.aid.‘ There have been some policy

106




5

'Education. . O~ T ' :;

(o -
shifts, but‘theg have not come ‘from ‘the Department of Higher

nl

111 ' o = , . 4

v !

dent indicated that Federal involyvement, is essential in
financial aid, that there is a need for both Federal and

State involvement. The State's role is one of éuaranteeing
~

the PLUS program and administering student,loans and distri-

,bution{of student grant prograns. Most of the fundin

dollars go to the institution, however. The State could’

play more of a role. As for revision of the'relationship!

‘one concern is that although the Feds have a formula to

-

determine need,;?inancial aid officefé*in the” State know

E better. A more direct involvement of the states would make :

sense because the states are closer to the’ problem and have

"a better idea of needs as well as a better understanding of

' the issues. L e T o

1

It is difficult toigive a sound answer as to the rela-
tionship between demographic variables and'Eederal policies.
Enrollment has not decreased overall. There is a small
decrease in‘the private sector, which'may be tied todlevel
fuﬁ%ing.|41t is nore so related to the econong. The . .

enrollment at community col}eges is up while four-year

‘school enrollment'remain constant. There is a shift seen

L)

The Department. has no.positi%n on this; however, respon-.,



-‘ ._ g} .‘ .- . . . \ . _
in the number of 'traditional' students. There is some°

Shiﬁt of private students to public schools, and some shift . fj

zE

.. of public four-year students to two-year schools, and some" ' 7%

t

adults attending two-year schools which were not attending
at all before. 0verall, there is no dramatic change in “the
aggregate number of students. The State's projection is

that’'there will .be changes in the next few;yearSYbecause of "
' ~

the economy. . ) .
o .

. L)
. - ' : ‘ Tos '
v , g - .
’ . . 1 . .
. .

- i . \ ‘. .
The State really hasn't responded, They have, however, -

finstituted,the PLUS progran for.independent‘students and

N

,pafents.' There are fewer than 100 PLUS lenders. .

" VIA ‘ ) i ) . el ,.. ‘ . ‘, - ' i

1If the SS;G program were eliminated, the State cOuid T

:terminate support. The primary 1mpact would be on private .
" school students, ‘The purpose of the SSIG program in

Missouri .is to prov1de °h°1°§5, Although the cost of public o
schools is increasiné, the major effect would still be seen ;
at the private'lééélﬁ | ‘ |
.o . RN
,é . %ThéwSSIG,progfam is a good program.

o N ~ ‘:'\\“ :‘, . ts \ ] 3
“Discretion for use of ‘funds would be acceptable,

2

~depending on what happens in reauthorization. " An economic

-~ .rimpact analysis would be needed.




, b : ‘ S
The State hasn't or wouldn't respond .to changes in Pell

. . because it is a Federal program and the dollars go to the
institutions directly. The State has changed GSL eligibi- '
o - lity to keep it consistent with the 'Federal program,

'obviously%they have no choice in administering the program.

VIC--None other given. : {, - S
. . | o .
,. - VII . ‘ | K
. Federal student aid policy is less understood by stdte

"ageficies and institutions. - This is due,to the nature 6f -

(: " financial aid and the fact that it.changes' from year to
) year. There is no.national'policy,_and therefore less
. E
possibility of future analysis because trengs cannot be

o

figured. ,

1

~The universities are responsibile for ahalysis of

Federal policies. The Department "ot THIE “’”“'r“Edu‘é“atioh‘“*doeswarwmmmw~~

naster plan. It- is beginning to take more. of ‘a leadershipf

role and centralizat;on-is there. Legislative‘ahd executive

analysis is not coordinated.,

Insufficient lead time is given. For example, changes L
1n the loan prpgram-were immediate, and that caused havoc.
It has driven up the cost of administering .the program.j
'Analysis of these programs is carried out. tnformation is.

Qo . insufficient

g e L g

.“:}




- The State's economy is poor. ,Revénhes have not been

sufficient to cover expenditures for

» v an

the past two fis¢al -

- a

years. Leveral funding from the government causesg-a’ - .- Ao wiizhad

. deq:ease fn'the effect'of the.progfams. Fédéral.policfes

are countercyclical.

-

ﬁfate efforts are consistent.

VIIIA--None given. °
/ 3

VIIIB--None given. o ; '>

.

VIIIC--None given.

.
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- \ ) The only State program in Montana\is the SSIG program

L. Sl
R

AR N TR ‘,égf%&’- %M&W A ‘i‘&%ﬁw 6&1'%(—»5}%’2 V,ofz»'lmk A«.«.;s,w BT, WS ”‘r“.;;v,ﬂm N T

I8 & - . R AL -

'pontaﬁa is an evenly matched state which would not have .

e“
s VXY -

a program ﬁithout the Federal incentive. 'The SSIG program
is the only example of a prbgram which.leverages state

appropriations. There is a fee'waiver program ln the oS

State s schools, however the State doesn'tlreplace the

. ( dollars, rather the cost is 1mputed.

-

IiC ) ‘ | .

Y ,.wr St e 74-;.; wﬁsﬁf‘s‘,ﬂ“

ST «

The State has raisedu&ees but has not, accelerated those

.

increases, The fees are average for public and private .
iﬁstltutions within the region, . R o
11T o o L ' ' ,

Respondent 1ndlcated that to some extent, it is felt

that the, Feds should maintain-the partnershlp phllosophy
‘that was established in the Sixties. Other than that, . " _.?

respondent has no thoughts on balance. The Feds should_

decentralize to the state, not to the institutions. ‘The

State then would develop. a philosophy. '




III

. - . \
L4

Revisions of the relationship between Pederal and State
, would include returning to a block grant concept. In this
- approach, a State would have the proportions it wanted to
2, use. S . , . e /
The.§tate only has four private colleges, one of which Pl
_is very .small. Montana is a public education-oriented . i
state. Enrol}mentfhas remained constant. There has been no N

chanoe in the aggregate number.of students. E -
- . s . -
v--None. '

VIA

would cease.

) . - : R ,
TheASSquprqgram is fairly efficient now as administered.

" by the institutions. ,
Montana believes that Pell and SSIG should be ‘combined

, ' as block grants to states. THese block grants would bé for

‘%' ‘ stﬁdentfassistance and would include college. work=-study. -

-t States would then use money in a manner congruous to State -
- philosophy. Montana is a work-ethic state which would

: strike a different balance if given the discretion.-

“ c . R D cT I
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ViB : . o . oo ‘ CR r ' J

The State would maintain GSL as it is. Mont&ﬁa believes

L]

that Pell and SSIG should be combined as block grants to _;jq

states. These '‘block "grants would be for:* student assistance -‘t' -

<
<

and would include college work-study., States would- then use -

money in a'manne congruous to state philsophy. Montana is |
a work-ethic state which would strike a different balance .

if given the discretion.

v

.VIC--None given. . . ~

J - N - [

. VII \

» R 2 : [} B .
. The general public does not really understand Federal

¢ .

student aid»policies; and neither does the legislature. L

-
~

Analysis is not centralizeéd: The office of the - ¥
Commissioner of Higher Education does some coordination.
The Montana Association of - Financial Aid Officers provides

some feedback. And the OCHE communicates with.the

-
-

SR ¢
Department<ofIEducation and Congress.—- *
Lead time has not been sufficient and this has caused 5

real problems withlstudents knowing wnat;will pe:availablE} ‘ -

Anai?sis_is ad hoc. ,Information is sufficient.

) . . ) _ L )
The State's’economy slump has increased‘the-student AN

~

population. “Pederal poligies are countercyclical and state

efforts are consistent. R L ./ L L

IU'? - . :,
N h Y LA .o
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NEW HAMpsarnz

-1 . IIA--None given. o

IIB . ‘ | g Cy .‘.'.iff‘

The Sjas program has'leveraged some  support. The State

program wds developed subsequent\/o/the Fedeyal one. The ’
State is -slightly over-matched, very close to evengy : T -

. . matched. T

<

IIC
The State has enrollment caps, but the university system “
'had established those prior te cuts in Federal aid. Tuition :

levels are goxng up; this is due to a lack of money from the )

" State legislature rather than as a result of Federal poli-

e

cies. Institutional expansion is rot great, but that is not
tied to Federal cuts. New Hampshire already has one of the

highest state public tuitions. By statute,‘the full cost'of
. b / ‘
instruction must be borne by out-of-state students, and by

law the State may admit 25% out of state enrollees.

. III\ . 0N : - . , . . ”

‘There should be more Federal and State support. NG T
detailed information is.available on balance. 8SIG s ould.
be administered by the institutions, as it id now.'fIn !

~revising the State-Federal relationship, ﬁew Hampshi;eﬁwould_l

. [
recommend cutting back on the validation of Pell gomewhat.

I

This might involve returninq to separate applications.




»®

~ o~

. There are no figures:to bear out_any trelds of
demographic variables as related to State decisions or
Federal pelicies. There has not yet been a 'shift. The

State does notice some falling off of applications at pri-

vate schools. (S0% of‘the.State's students are in private -

«institutions.) The aggregate number of students has held

steady. Q

V--None given. *° ' - .-

ViA , . ‘ . .
T If the Federal SSIG portion were eliminated, there is a

'chance that the State would lose ‘its program. There is also

a possibility that it wouldn't due to a reciprocity system

with -surrounding states. The program has helped students

,,have access to postsecondary educatién, this could be

restricted without a program. . ’ -

SSIQ is one-of the best Federal prograns. R

~ The State is opposed. to discretienary use of the funds.
The amount of money in New Hampshire now is so small it

would, dilute the impact if the "funds were to be used for

anything else.

. . .
. . n F -
- . . . .
- ‘
4 . . 4 « 7 U. . .
. f . . ‘ : i »
, . . . .
. i . . P -
. .
'
R ‘




“In the 1981 legislative session, the State passed a loan. - N
corporation bill which enables colleges that can have an "a" |
rating on bonds to float. bond issues. There is a consortium"' T
e of four-year colleges in the State; and there will be a ‘
.major effort to expand this program in the face of the fall,
off of the GSL program. As for.Pell,fthe Statehhasn't» e
responded. The State would be lucky if it:conld get money

e

ol

to respond, it notes.

-

"IIC--None given.

< ©VII ’ T

. Student financial aid is better understood because Gf™

the number of people it bene*fits'.m: - -

»
o

—_ Analysis of Federal policy is not completely T T

\\\\\\\

centralized, but to the extent-that- it is, it is done\by the o \i

H

Commission.-Lobbying is done by everyone.
: e ’:::j;,_-, .

The State feels that it does not receive sufficient lewiﬁ:;

s e T PRI R

tine; an example f this was with the. Social Security

changes. No analysis is done because there is no staff to

¢

.do it..'Sufficient information is ayailahle.

i ,w,; R i T

*

New Hampshire has a.low unempldyment rate. There is

).! N

fa ) lots of high tech 'industry- movxng into the State.. This has

‘had no affect on support levels of education yet.' Z n

=]




VII;§--N9ne given.

PN

- VIIIB--None given.
. >. . -
: VIIIC~--None given.,
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':tuition aid grant program.

L ' o 4
, ~
L]

/ The Federal-State relationship\has changed over time. .

'Since_the-early. Seventies, the"Staée has tried'to plan and :\
coordinate ;itn the ?eds-a%d that has been unsuccessfuffd )
The .State offered validation ~and collectiqn activities which
were not accepted by -the’ Feds. Federal rules were not
workable. As a fesult, the State decided to go its own way
In 1978’79. The State has operated loans/in .a sﬁ;plfmental

way, for . example, when there was a $3,000 loan limit, the

"State petitioned the Department of Education to raise that. \\ :

limit. When the Department refused, the State started a
program to raise the limit to $5,000 for medical and dental

[ ) : v .

progral_‘ns.’ J ’ N A . <

o

.~

.. IIB . . ) . ‘ - . - . ‘ B

a

Ney Jersey is a highly overmatched state. There is some
leverage. However, matchiLg programs .are done as anﬁgutoma- .
tic‘response and there hasn't been much difference made by

L]

Federal policy. ~ S ’ a e

I~

% .
JRespondent claims no affect on student demographic

variables by Federal policy. The State has moved ahead in‘
dfveloping standards for academic progress, This is related

to the Federal leniency in not checking/to see if recipients

.are actually moving towards a degree. ‘This is Key to.a’

Cy




. . .
~ 3 ‘ . ’ ‘ 3

’ Cor N
. -, ~
, \

.’II’I. - ) > 'iﬂ /’

. “The State's role is aimed at tuition costs, the

Pederal's at ndhpuition'costé. The Feds-have not Ehought it

«

- through. that well. 3 W

«
~ '
-

This information, if used in the final reggft, is not/to

be attrfbuted to the State of New Jersey: In some Pederal -

. programs, the States cou “help in the adminis@ration.

States can play a helpful role to institutions, but'this is

. ‘'not an arqument that. the Department is anxious to start.

. ~
The;q are’private institutions, for example, which need

A\

absolutely no state intervention because the state ¢ould not
do much to improve the situation; however, other. institu~- -

. . : o
tions could profit from state assistance.

\ _( ’ .‘l

7




- 3--
< Iv. 'Respondent indicates that a rise in the basic grant
program has increased enrollment in two year public institu-
. tions, Also cOntributing to an increased- .enrollment is the
feature of<Pell which allows part-time gtudents aid. State
‘grants are only given to full-time students. o |
. Independent school enrollment is stable. . The most i‘
significant enrollment,increases have been seen at the 2!
- _year schools.' Four year enrollment is stable. The feeling
is that federal programs have probably expanded,aggregate
\"enrollment but it is unclear. to what extent. Part-time stu-

dents have, overall, been most favorably affected by programs..

.f\‘!

Ve None given. '

- . Vi.a.oo ff the SS1G program were elﬁhrnated or reduced the
probable result would ‘be a merge’ wié%.the state g Tution Aid

Grant Program. " 1f the program were elimrnated it would '

. ) reduce the grant given to 8,000 students. These would pro- j Q

bably be the middle~i income students.

k The SSIG“pfogrammoperates_uellrw_ ) oo o

The 'state has no objection disqretionary‘use of

;ﬁunds. ,
P . A
' - ':VI.b. The state has not responded .that much to the Pell ‘
. . '7changes; There has been ‘more of a response to thd&fSL : '

program. The state has developed option papers; for

QVEBJ(?' example} as in what would happen if the originatron fee were

115

to 10%. '¢heistate has carrred out an examination T -




v

-

of contfngencies, The state operates GSL so they will con-

tinue to 1léok at'the "what ig." - . . ot

VI.c. None given. : o -

<

vViI. - Pederal financial aid in education is better:

understood because the news gets out in an individual

fashion.

'Analysis is centralized with the-state'leashington
office, which serves as a federal liasion. There is a j o '
central document which does reshlt. The Governor dissemxnates
information to the legislature. C

New Jersey feeis that often- there is not enough
lead time; for example, the announcement of the PLUS program
was "a real mess.™ On the other hand, the budget process
gives ample lead t1me due to forward fundlng. Analysxs is. '

done by the state. Informatxon is more sufficient’ than lead

‘time. This- i's because of the state s D. C. office. . . - R4
-" - s >
“n Higher ‘education plans in the state are more ﬁred

to state revenue than federal economy. However, there ‘are

exceptions, as in the gas tax, which would dxmxnish the

state s ability to raise taxes and provide revenue. Federal

o~

policies exacerbate and state'efforts are consistent,
' . , . .8

5

V&I;.a. None given.

8

.
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VIII.b. The state is trying to promote a work study program. )
: ' ' 1
. ) 1:
VIII.c. None given. .
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NEW MEXICO

»

IT.A. The Respondent is unsure to what extent federal !
policies have impacted the state. Some impact haS'mani-

fested itself by a reduction of students tied. to a reduction

of funds. The state did develop'a 5SIG ‘Program and lnl—

.tiated‘a CWS program. CWS went into effect in 1981—82.

I
»
’

II.B. Federal policies have not leveraged state, sup-

port. The .initial Reagan administration proposals.probably
lead to the state's CWS program. (I1.b. Ney Mexico is ar

evenly matched state. However, they have‘the authority to

»
N

over match.) : - ' '

. IT1.C. In 1981-82 tutition increased by 10%: * In the past
year the statp has reconmended a further‘increase of Ss. .

' The recommendation was amended on the.floor of the Senate‘
and‘provide for no increase for‘in-state students.. The
rationale was that students were hard enough hit already,

- . and the state should. find the.money elsewhere. There uill

be no increase in 1983-84 A "student choice" law was’

passed to provide dollars for stugents at pr1Vate institu-‘ Y
tions. Language indicates that a student would be given the

difference between private and . public tution- -however, no

] L

money has‘pden appropriated. '




.

III. New Mexico's position is that the State should play .
the main role. The state's policies are consistent with the
Federal Government's autonomy and lOcal contfol. Respondent s‘

indicated that block grants are good enough. With these, a

_ state could promulgate its own roles. - . IR
Iv. No studies have been done’ to determine the student
demographic. variables issue. However, private school ’ -

enrollment decreised by 11% in 1981 through 1983. Some of
thlS might have been an affect of federal financial poli-
cies. (One third oftthe total federal allocation goes to
privateé .institutions.) Enrollment at two year institutions
increaged 14.7% and four year enrollment incréased 2% in the

period 1981 throﬁgh 1983. The recession might have contri~

‘buted eto this in that‘many unemployed people came to school.

7

. The aggregate.number of stugents ‘has remained—stable

overall.’ There is a suspicion that the attrition from the
private schools, because‘it occurred in the first’two years)

of school, might indicate that these students went to two

.Year programs. The state has no studies on the type of stu~--

dents effected. x

s 2

V. The state is3developing,gigh;tgchfprograné;

VI. a. If SSIG were to be reduced or eliminated, 50% fewer 1

sghdents wouldwbe served.A They would probably not be denied
. -0 ‘ o -
Y O ‘ '.l.’ s

[ 118




» : .
- . N L
. N f . .

access. The state would make efforts to pick them up in o
Y

college work ‘study. Perhaps a small number of these stu-
\

" dents would be unable to attend post-secondary school.

A

The SSIG program is well run.-

Regarding discretionf\New Mexico has no reser-

. vations with federal policies as they are.

A
L4

VI. b. In response to GSL, the state sells severance tax
bonds and uses. funds and income earned -of £ of pertinent funds

and has authority to. sell revenue bonds. The 1ntent ‘was for

the state to have its own loanlprogram. The state's loan

'program is operative, but it still depends on the feds to
guarantee. The response to- changes in Pell has been that : .
more students vhave .appXied for loans. o

.. » ’ -

VI.c. None given.

‘VII. ﬁespondent is uncertain as to whether or not federal '
, Student policies are better or less understood.
The state's analysis is decentralized. It is

< . — ; —
” . N . k . !

handled by the federal regulations as they go -out to the

ingtitutions. 5%

Generally, the state féels there is enough iead

)

time given although'sometimes they panic. Analysis is ad

'hqo. ’sﬁfficient,information‘is~given.




L

s . - .. New hexico:is'very hard hit in its &conomy.  The

-

state is the third highest state for~higher education sup-

port per capita. Federal policies haven't affected state.

H

policies. - State efforts are counter reoiprocal.

.'\J

VIII. The state has passgé‘a "student choice' bill to pro-

indicates that students would be given the difference bet-

ween private and public tuition. However no money has oeen

4

appropriated for this program..

1

(1 VIII.b. The-states own work study program wept into effeot
. .in 1981. ' - ? 4
VITII.c. None given. ~ ) N
~ / ’
- -

e

vide money for students at private institutionsfe The language .

ANy
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~ *
Y . Nebraska's respondent indicated. that State programs have , ‘

not been affected by Fedenﬁl.programs because there are no
L / .
Lo Stgte programs. There is an SSIG‘program ‘'which is run

.-th

<3

ough the institutions. Eor the past four years{the State .

P
.

has,attempted to put through an appropriations bill to 'sup- - ' -

port a $S qillion sta scholarship program..’ The Stdte has:

!

- also op ed le slation for a 'state work-study plan.

i ' Funds would not be provided Until next year. .The intent of

. [} - -

this plan is to have sonething.in place in case the Federal S o

_work-study program changes. , : .

- * . M
~ - ¢ M ’ -

' -t No leverage, because there are no state probrams. o ‘Af{ﬁw;
Yl - . !

N . ]
’ . . .
'

O
Fl
%
el
N

» . o - . Lo ’.ﬁ N :

.~ IIC y ' . SRR S

“ " . " > v RO T L y o

The Federal programs have enabled thewState to, keep 7‘?“‘r 7}_,3Tf

/”;"

their fees and tuition lower. Thes would’ 1ncnea§e if there ‘ﬁjf5l:

.

g3 were no Fedetal/suppgrt. Some arg e fop~aﬁ increas

.
) o

et

*

.

There has beenuproposed'

State should support institutions.

'M " N

a study of financial policy of higher education in Nebraska.nx;;i;w

. ‘A detailed stud& is ‘being negotiated.- One. suggestion that o

R _ ,

has been made in the State would be to” try~on a trialvba51s.:}:$;




on'a trial basis a tuition increase by $10 million which
‘would then be used for student aid. lhis_yould~support stu-
dents and not institutions. ‘Basioally, theﬂfederal policy

—

should be to aid students hnd to supi:or,t_ research and i:u’bl;ic )

-

L service actiVities. o P o .
-/ ‘ Demographic variables have not been affected by Pederal

wlicies. Aggregate number of Students-has not changed.

The State has an open enrollment policy, and<students are”

not shopping for bargains. ; \\v’ ' ‘
’VI--None given, . - ?
V;A‘\ | N - ) . E ,5\ 3
" The impact on Nebraska would be great if the SSIG -

-

program were to be- eliminated. "The State'aids 2, Ooz)stu-

. dents thrdugh this program. However, the State mon y would
be shifted to other programs. Thete would be no loss of “
' students because the institutions would still come up WLth a-
{«' ‘ ’ package one- ray or the other., .., : ,)' . o ’ﬁ?nt:;uef
- . . n . LT e cat e
- ) ' . . . _ . P
= VI8 - S U wm T

The State 'S response to changes in Pell and GSL has been
a lobbying response more than anything._ However, nothing

e has been highly organized in this area.

wi ,'VIcé-None, S RS

: Q o AR cL 19 o .
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N

Federal student aid policy is better understood because

tnere,is more press on it‘and”people.know_about:it.‘

Federal'analysis is not centralized. The Coordinating
.Commission does what anlaysis is done and is trying to .
‘become a central agency. Analysis\is done by institutions;

. byt Chere is no coordination. ’ )

Nbe

The State feels it has sufficient lead time. .Analysis . . l%”i

. is ad hoc. Information is sufficient. There are ho mafor*

PSR : problems, in short. This is probably because there is only"L

(* one program at the State level. | L S ‘-.~»*"

VIIIA--None. - : v

viiIa - . | N

"The State has legislation pending to develop ‘a State.

work-study program. 18 4 it goes through, regs would be pro-
"\ T

mulgated this year and funds would not be available until R

next year. The intent is to have a program in place in case v

"changes come- in the. Federal program.

. VIIICv-ﬁone given. .




B e 1 2 SO
e

NEVADA o

. C e e e bee M o S j

A L 5

- .0 The only state student aid program Neévada had was'a :

_grants-in ;id*program given to the regions and'disbursed 40
theicampuses‘ usually this was used for tuitionipaYment, -

rh5,8tate sees no major impact'from Federal programs and “_.:fl

policies. - .'? S x,' N |
I1B - _ . __—
: No leveraging occurs other than perhaps with the.SSIG -

" program.

. IIC .' . ‘ . : - s

very little impact. There have been no tuitiongxff_‘
. increases;’no enrollnent caps. There is one science programl
o, .which has necessitated an enrollment cap, the State»isv A

. looking for funds to ~ease 'this problem.

) .
fr

In,general, the State should have the greater ro1e .of

support. This '‘has been the case in Nevada., The institu- .r

‘tions should work directly with Federal government on_a
_ decentralized basis. -
. ’ . « . . . : L 9 ’
\ ' rhere has’ been~very little changé or effect in student.'
(demographic variables. There ts only one very small private

;35’2 ', institution in Nevada. No changes or shifts have been seen.

+




‘to scholarships and campus money. .

from private~to public or witbin the public system. Pell

has made a difference in the aggregate number of students in

“that ‘it has increased attendance. Rower income people have

'been most affected by the- Federal programs.

V-=None given. . . )

VIA . SR

Nevada is an over-matched state. If SSIG were elimi;

.

‘nated or reduced, it would wipe out the program. The State

would not replace the_funds. Students would have to return

The 'Federal SSIG program is run well. Any inefficiency -
wbicb exists .is in the State. The university system posi-

tion might be that as long as’ the program is there it will

/

“

be. administered (as a grant program) .

VIB ~

Matters regarding Pell and GSL are referred to campus

.

_aid officers. Their response is*bﬁé of a lobbying nature{

They do make efforts to keep eligibility cOnsistent with

1

. Federai eligibility. S o L -

vic~-None given; ) | .o

- ’ 3

¥




. \gj_[I

E

2 ' Pederal ‘student aid policy is better understood because W

there is so. much in the papers.‘ I . C s

3 Analysis is somewhat centralized in; the office of the

- }"’ay

Chanoellor. ,

N

e s
. - . - - -
- .

Sometines there is sufficient lead time and sometimes
. ? -
there i;\n?t; Analysis isfdone oh an ad hoc basis. There

is 'sufficient information to allow for régponee; T -

‘

. ) Nevada is in a slump-economioally.j Enrollment is . ‘
-Qﬁérowing; .The population is growing, and’ there is an’ influx

of people into the State. State,effo;ts.are consistent,

. . » bl

, VIIIA~-None given.

' VIIIB--None given. . . ) L

. .
< fe® M ]
- .

VIIIC--NOne given. _.
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Nl -

R
g _ North Dakota . .

N
EY

‘

II a. As a result of the SSIG program North Dakota shift\d
4

?state aid so that it was more sensitive to middle inCome
students. As the feds pull back, the state will leave the

emphasis there.

. A | . - /. " .
II.b. North,pakota is a over matched staté. "The emphasis-
dn the program is aiding middle income students. ﬁith .
federal ?utbacks, the state would probably leave its empha-

sis there.

~

o)

i

II.c. There is not much impact. ‘The state is, raising
tuition because it needs more money, not because _of federal

policies. Enrollment caps have been discussed but only if

the state's funding is cutback These are state problems..

1
)

'EII. Pell should be the model . for Congress' to to direct'

- money to studejts to meet national priorities. There 1s a

need for state- and ‘local campuses to direct»money to meet
their own objectives/ There is inflexibility in the
Administration“s .84 proposals. This would eliminate the
ability of states and local jurisdictions to respond to
their own needs. .'_ ' : R o

~ State programs should not be the "tail that wags
the dog.” - The state has not had a free hand to dictate what

' happens at individual campuses. Ideally a plan would foster,‘_
T -an.:‘. M . 't' T

o ‘gtate’ goals but allow autonomy..

*

. " o
128
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The state federal relationship, except for "a little
N bit of fine tuning,' should be left as it is. However the .
8& proposals should not be accepted. That would tip the

scales too‘far and force all students into dne mold.

. IV. North Dakota is_experiencing more enrollment-than'ever
across the board. 1It is difficult.to.isoiate the reasons,
No shifts: have been noted between schools, no change in .
aggregate numbers overall. (North Dakota has eight public
four year schools, t®wo private schools, and three community

college%r-which are not in the same system.)

V. None given, ' ’

Vi.a. If the federal portion of SSIG were eliminated, the

‘state would maintain its commitment. There would be a nega-'

1 4

tive effect on middle incqme'students."The program is small, .
‘so it probably would not'lose students. /

Y The program is great the way it: is. :

If given discretion, the state would ot - change its

)

own program, but it would be a good concept overall.

-
1

VI.b. The state has proposed GSL legislation to provide a uff,.

fallback if the federal program dies. ‘This would be a state '?’ o

_ﬁunded:program., ;n response to Pell, the state has asked
for more money in the state grant program. The request haS"'
not been honored because of state fiscal - problems.

o L, t
.
o




.legislative and the executive branch. Ty

effect. However, thefimpact is not coincidental. =State

efforts are consistent.

‘VIII.c. None gven,’ '

-

'VI.e.” None discussed. ' - SN

-

} .
_VII. Federal student aid polic;es are better understood i

because within the past year the consciousness level from

the Governor on down. has been greater than ever. ‘The fear

of cutbacks has lead to greater public visibility.

.The state's analysis of federal programs is not

formally centraliged. A task force has been commissioned by

-

the Board. No formal cordination exists between the , “o

The state feels that it has had sufficient. time.‘

-,

It does have a.problem because it has a biennial legisla—‘

ture.‘ That makes it more difficult to respond The state

‘has a good'relationship with'its céﬁgressmen. Analysis is

done on an ad hoc basis. There is sufficient information
given. ’ o

The state S economy has mcre effect on state educa-
tion than the federal policies do._ However, the federal ’ _' . "?LE
policies exacerbate state conditions. In a time when stu- ‘ B
dent aid is declining, student enrollment is increasing and

-

costs are far greater.. The relationship is not cause and

_'VIII.a. The ‘state has drafted its _own GSL program proposal., ;l;:‘ ;tft

:ViIi;bl' None given.f-
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&
I

II.A. | Respondent indicated that federal student programs

_have not directly effected Ohio programs. Indirectly,

federal student programs have eﬁfected -the expansion of the

PR

© types of institutions which can participate. The state has

added nursing programs and there is reciprocity with

Pennsylvania. The largest state program is the Ohio

Instructional Grants grogram. 0IG is a tuition/fee program(

. developed in 1970. It is an income-driven program. A table

of grants in the statute provides a. specific grant- amount

based on family income, number of children and level of

' tuition and fees.

7

II ‘B. Ohio is an overmatched state for 'SSIG. Some

leveraging exists where federal programs have gone to level

- .

¢

funding. Serving somewhat as a mechanism to encourage the

.state to maintain programs_which it has im existence through

increased funding. The state has seen an increase over the

,past biennium.

. IT.C. . Private institutions have increased fees.~ Public

Y

fees are driven by state subszdies,'there is a direct tela-

tionship between state subsidy and fees. The state has no

“fo -
[

enrollment caps.‘ The gap is growing wider for the private

, Sector ‘and this sector .has been driven to seek state aid.

III. 1* Respondent indicated that essentially, Ohio does i
not disagree with the current level of involvement by

federal and state., The ﬁederal involvement should be with‘

ey~ b
< ’
1:'3 L . »




' things.

~

-8

_ total indirect costs and the state more involved with direct

costs. There is some concern with federal involvement ‘in
the regulatory area of higher education in the state. The
state should not -be involved in the distribution of funds,f

these should go directly through .the regional institutions. -

There is no need for a,revision of the federal.state rela=
tionship. | ] |

v. The state.has experienced more minorities attending
the public sector during eXpansion@programs. In the latter
part of the seventies, there was a declining enrollment of
minority" and low-income students. Public enfollment has _
been going up in the‘past:ten years:; private.enroliment has
remained stable. “There is no-shift in distribution seen -

from four Year to two year schools.‘ To a certain degree,_

federal policies have been a factor in the increase in the

'aggregate number of students attending: postfsecondary

schools. ' Minoritys¥students are the ones most effected by

-
A ~
' bl
-

the changes. .
v. The state is not responsive to thése.kinds'of'

s

VI.a,. If SSIG were to be eliminated, there would not be a

'Jlarge impact on Ohio. SSlG is-not a big part of the pie

there. The state would pick up the federal part, it would

not underfund its own: tables. There might be an impact wzth

B respect to timing, that is the state might need to’ reduce,

5, '
s
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SSIG is one of the best federal programs.

;

Ohio would not be interested in. more discretionar&
~ use of the SSIG. funds. This 4ould not be beneficial to the

‘C >

state because they ‘would not use them any differently

anyway. ‘ ) - E ;,
VI.b. The state hasvnot responded to changes in Pell. The
one*response to GSL has been the.possible development of a
state loan program financed by the sale ot\bonds; This is

P

_in the’early stages.

<  VI.ce - None?given:a*' j S ) T . ‘N
vII. Federal student aid programs are notVunderStood any
better or less than other programs. . L -

S Analysis is not- centralized th this. state. '_The '

Student Loan Commission would probably do an;lysis of GSL IR
matters. The Board of Higher Education would probably have)
imput into federal programs analysis. There is. no coor-. )

o dination of executive and legislative analysis.f _

In the past two years, Ohio s budget has been cut :

lS percent. As a result, higher education s share of the '

“atate budgEE“dropped from 14 percent to«lofpercent. Federal

f‘”‘ policies are counter-reciprocal, state efforts are consistent

in one respect counterreciprocal in’ another. o : ' L
.'- Ohio has no problems with lead time. ,Bnalysis‘doﬁé t;

is ad hoc, Information is sufficient.. ‘F;~ ' . 0

awards\in a year before legislation went through e SR
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' number .of spudents.

. encouraged the institutions to work with the Department of

Education directly. The‘state does not seek a greater

involvement in this role. The relationship betﬁeen.the-

_state and the feds is proper as it now stands.

-
v, Wyoming's one proprietary institution is voca-

tional. There are no distribution shifts between private and

publio schiools. There is no shift between two and Eour year_

| schools. There is no—change in the aggregate number of stu-

dents.

v. . None discussed. ‘m" ‘ *
VI.a. - The state is utilizing approximately 80% of the
incentive grant'program and has had to sell colleges'on the.
use of ® federal money.. The impact of eliminating or redu ing
the program would not be as serious here as in other states.

Tbere are ample statehresources for education. * State stu-

dent financial aid officers seem to feel that students

. appreciate education more if they have a commitment,

i.e., student employment,‘college'work study and 1oans. The-

impact would be“negligible,and there would be - no affect on ‘ A('
/

the access 1f*the program were eliminated. The grants. given

)

to students are very small so that they can go to a greater: o

N3

-




NN

' The §rogram isiadministe:e&/égactly.a;%it shonld.«
‘be. . _ o -

‘ Respondent indicated that in his opinion'grants a£e -
necessary and that the proqram exists‘as it should. Here,

. he ‘would differ with the financial aid officers who would '

.

probably choose CWS over a grant program. e .-
VI b. ™ The state has relied on .student aid officers to

}dentify any need group which is not provided access. " The

\ L]

" state then steps in, . o fx

vi.c. - None discussed.

VII.‘\ There is ehual ignorance on all federal programs as,. |
. . : » '
they impact the state. o . -y =

A4 Ce

The state's analysis of federal programs is

decentralized The community college commiss1on "is prqbably
b

the sole state entity for post-secondary involvement. The
2
'state depends on/the congressional delegation to help with

the analysis. , _
' The ‘State. does feel that it is:given enougﬁ lead,

1 4

| *time. Analys1s 1s done ad hac or’ “ad hope. ' The State is;

given sufficient lead time. They credit this more to the i

o *

,SHEEO than to the Federal goyernment.

N . . - : -
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The State has,kxperienced a favorable economic cli
mate an has had thenresources to respond Therefore, is not'
as Goncernedvabout.the Eederal budget. Federal policies “1

neither exacerbate nor are they countercyelical, while state.

-

efforts are consistent with state policies and counter- J-,‘;iﬂ.-"‘

)

.cy” ical with national policies. a o ; : ';{

VIIIA  The State has a work-study program: !
* Y ., h\ ' P * s
VIIIB  None given. ™ : . g
. o ) N 3 -
' VII;E* ', None given. ; ot ‘
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::egarding the possible development of a state loan program ‘—'_. L

,tinenced by the sale of bonas.

None given. .
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The»state is in the process of doing .a survey Lo _e4f

VIII.b.
. . - » . E
e
VIII.a. None given. o
.
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OKLAHOMA *
. , ’ A A o -
CTIZ.A. -Pederal programs-have had a”positive'impact on the : . .

state, . Eor _example, in-8816G, the state has,in this past yean )

_for the first time, slightly overmatched the federal contri- .

:bution. In the past year, this has represented a. significant ' 'f:i’
"5 increase in the state contribution. o |

II.B. SSIG is the best example of the leveraging factor.,

>,

Oklahoma was an evenly matched gtate, -within the past.year
it has become a overmatched (slightly) state. Another ‘.
. .example of leveraging would be. with the tuition fee waiver '

scholarship program. This permits institutions and the -

gtate system to use a percentage of the last year S educa-

tion budget for fee’Waived scholarships. This effected o ‘

o 9,500 students in.1981-82 (based on 1 percent). In - : o ’;%
“‘1982-83 the fund'increased to 1lb percent, but there is no . “
‘figure yet as to how this translates into peopie‘or dollars. 31
II.C.. State 'tuition and fees have been kept low. .There |

are no'enrollment caps.' Aidlis to,the students,‘not’to‘the

institutions in dklahoma.

;'"ﬂ}j**;Iit;  The state-indicated it would send“a'narrativexon

the appropriate balance quest}qn.' This has not been S ,chiﬂ"xf

-
.

a reccived yet.

:‘ w_ ) .
IV. : The state has not seen any- changes in the student A:;g:ﬂf
demographic variabies ‘as effected by federal policy. At one/“,,f_ggg?g

point it did note that there were more vets and n/yorit;es""

q ‘ *attendlng. No chahges seen in aggregate number of students.f;'
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-, VI.C. None given..

'~jand lending agencies.'

1 - N L) ’

L : The state is working on the remedial and develop-

N ‘"

mental programs for minorities.

vI. A. It is difficult to say what would happen in'

p—

" Oklahoma if SSIG were eliminated or reduced. For the most
- part there has been dollar-to-dollar matching in the state..

It is difficult to say what would happen. ‘The “incentive to

start the program‘came from the federal government. It is

unknown whether or not the state would continue its share if
o ==,

the federal program were ended, Those most effected would

be needy students} the impact would be significant but.not ‘

‘o

' devastating., ’ \ o : ‘.' S e

Nofchanges;should be made in the program.(

The state feel ‘it already has discretion in the
use of funds. o '
VI B. The state s response to changes in Pell a j GSL has
been one of lobbyiﬂg Also, the state incorporated federal

™

eligibility into the rules and’ regs of state programs., v

\ oy
. - . . ~a o,

.“

VIT, ,T' Students generally understand financial a1d.‘ There !

is wider publicity on this than on, other programs.

Analysis is centralized Fthe State Regentsl

' Office;‘but they do. not cover all. the available programs.

fFOr example, Campus based programg are analyzed in ‘that

u

139

’agency.’ The Regents inform the state legislature, campuses,'“l““ ”i”;i

Upon request, ana1Ysis of Legislative s:{?}jf‘hg




and executive is coordinated as needed by the Regents. .

' Oklahoma feels that it. is not given enough lead

time. This is one of the larger .concerns of the financial

aid community. Analysis done is ad hoc. Informaition is E

sufficient when it is received in time,.qenerallf‘it;is'g;:L ‘
iegar%?ng the economy, the state'hes elways tried‘. 4 .“{:f

4

‘to respond in a positive and timely fashion when

; Cr

. assistance was needed, sometimes the federal support is .- -
there and sometimes it is not. Federal policies are not a

‘ . problem, the timing of them is. State efforts have been

consistent. ®

¢

~VIII.a. None given.
 VIII.b, None'given. i ‘ T - L

VIII.c. None given.




P | “OREGON ..‘ ¢/

IT.A. The impact of federal policies on this state has
been broad. In the late sixties, there was an infusion of

' federal money into student aid,-and the Oregon programs .
began to stagnate because the money was coming from the |
ffeds. State programs were supplemental, Now federalaaid is
decreasing and the state is. in a position which does'not
“allow it to make up these'decreased‘becausenthere is no
m°Q§K- The state has coordinated s}ate‘prograﬁs with

federal programs. Ly

II:B. Oregon is an overmatched state. A program existed

‘8 e

prior to SSIG but it was not open to as many students,. The ' ~
respondents did not really see a lot of leveraging going o |
as- a result of federal programs. SSIG is, of course, an
,exception and an example of leveraging. “In Oregon this took

the effect of. opening the program up to more students when |

pthe federal program began. Tuition would have gone up .

E

anyway, it has not gone Ip that much.- o A S,
III. v The- balance bet een,the two is not as importabt as el '

.the tole of the two. Respondents indicate that the role

ey
ek — ,J?Al*‘*;;*'-ﬁ/_‘-nsu._ <._L,..,.‘

might be as in buszness, the ﬁederal government would pto-' .

'vide a product (money) " The state would be the government s
£

wholesaler, and schools would act as retailers té customers :

(students) In other words, the system would ot function
' L4

well 1if the federal government cut out the wholesaler - the ; .

'middle man. If the feds have money, it should be spent on

—_—~

o
» e i
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L4

financial aid. Over the’ years, the federal government has—;z : 'J?
not done a good- job of working with the states on federal . i.:{
funds. State are not involved in the‘procesg,,have very o S
‘ little to say about what money they are getting and'how to ; ’mi isfi
spend it. . ; | _ | . . . : RPN
Iv. ' There is no data to'support shifts inistudent ' ,"5
demographics as related to federal policy."Inflation hit
Oregon hard., Private institutions needed to increase
) tuition. Feds may have had a role in keeping private
R _; ' enrollment stable. Enrollments are increasing at two year
institutions, but that: is more a function of'their emerging
- ' role and is not related to federal policy If federal Sup-
| port were withdrawn, enrollment would be negatively effected
dramatically. Oregon sees a problem with independent students
(the state accepted the feds' definition of independent ‘
students,in order to\keep the system uniform. ,Thistoesnﬂt ' ;’ : fi
: mean that they have always agreed, but‘hawe found it easierA N

'S

on institutions and students .) . It is felt that independent'

N N L

students are onto the game and have learned how to. qualify.,’ 5}7\ e

E

w._l;,l.i,l,'l'.'his is a result of awareness not a major change. This is :

R
] -

especially operative in the middle classcwhich now takes a-

'\ large part of the pot which may have gone to poorer stu-_-,‘ )

dents. People are wise to the rules.
V," . The state is reaching a point where it. may need to

tighten the definitions of independent student even if the "u a“_'? {éf
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‘federal government does-not. If this does not happen~the

% - state will end up giving\two-thirds of ite aid fo indepen-',

.
’

" dent students.

. Vp.a. - If SSIG were eliminated or reduced,vthe state would
" not maintain the program at the same level. . It.would keep
_up the state part of the commitment. The overall effect
would be a reduction in student access,- o ' _
SSIG is the most efficient federal program. lt{is_'
. 1Well administered . ’ 4 :
Discretionary use of funds would be a- positiu:\QEEQQ
- ) forward The state has a bill in the legislature now which |
o could be looked upon more favorably if it has such federal
support.v’ h response to-changes in PE and GSL the state
makes comments and tries to get it policy more in line with..,
the~federa1's. The state response is dictated by £ederal 8
7changes: If these programs are reduced, the state will not
be able to pick them up; PELL has been modified'annually -
along with the feds, R '

YI;c; A ~None given.A L S ER

—— s gt

‘Y;I{ . The federal student aid policies are better

understood ‘Student beneficiaries understand how to get ’

federal money because of regulations requiring state to

~

" inform them.,
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‘ .

- The State Scholarship COmmission is the central
poingkfor analysis on federal student aid matters. cOunsel
is also responsible for coordinating’ information betWeen the

' legislative and and executive branches.“

3

- The state feels that it does not have sufficient

lead time. It analysis of the mattet is’ sustained.'
: A . T
Problems as they come up are done on an .ad hoc basis.

Information is sufficient. Although, sometimes the state

T~

e g

feels they need‘to push for the information. ( *-?f - :}:if

. The state ‘is expe;éencing high unemployment.

('-. ' Cannot respond additional money. With respect to student
faid there is really no effect of federal policies. }

-

VIII a. None given.' . . RN

N ¥

VIII.h. . None given.
5) ’ . ‘f'“ )

VIII.c. None, given. h
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'fa' ' ‘Rhode -Island had a state program,in effect ‘prior. to, o ]

S81IG, but it was a scholarship program onlyr After the ini-l' éf' E
tiation of a federal SSIG program it became a. scholarship o
‘ ¢ and grant program. This is not seen as’ being ‘tied exclusi-'

Vely to. the Federal program. .

_ ¢} ‘ .
IIB Rhode Island is an.over-matched state which had a
o state program in effect pripr to SSIG. ‘Respondent indicated
that there is absolutely no leveraging of state funds by

Federal policies.and programs. (Growth in the'state grant

. program is a function of a built-in growth factor in the ;"h
‘ appropriations process as set by formula.) . ,H- o :%?
(1 7‘- 1IC . Tuition levels have been increasihg over the past '..,-"?

) five years, but this is a function .of anticipated state
'appropriations,‘not the Federal policies. fhere’may be more
federal impact on tuition levels at the private level. ‘
Although the general expansion of student aid would be~com-
patible with raising tuition levels, there is of course

P Y - ‘ . .

constraint on. this wheh. funds are cut back

JIIT The only response given was that: ie” is critical,,

¢

efegivenla state_with economic difficultieslmorelextreme,than_Wmlwlragri;

]

the national average, that federal support be maintained at peak.

) .
r’

) IV"” "'No changes in student demographlc variables are )
;2, - 'seéen as tibd to' federal policies.': e T L Ce ]':3
BT o o - ,',~.‘: N W . ) ¢ ;; ‘1'i$:;;
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“ VI None.

: VIA rRespondent indicated -that there would be no real
impact on the State if the pfbgram were eliminated or C )ji
reduced. The appropriations for tﬁe program are set by for-' ;JJ.”

mula, The State would not replace federal funds, It is

unhnown~whether each award would be reduced slightly or ‘the
. _number of eligibles would ‘be reduced. The program has'grown"

every'year. This growth is not due to federal policy, but

to a built-in growth factor in the state appropriations

formula.- R Y

(? LT e, Respondent indicated that one thing that ‘would make

the SSIG program more efficient would be less stringent

recording requirements by the Feds.. It is a burden on the

l

_State tb maintain individual records of each student _
receiving funds and to have to- indicate which portion of the
'/ student's aid is SSIG money. It would make more sense to be

" able to say overall the State. complies and indicate that the

-~

» " money is blended. . | AR

Lo
A . . -

Discretionar§ use of funds would be' a useful

/

option. Rhode Island has. a state-work opportunity program.

However, when the State applies for SSIG money 1679“5t state '
how much grant and scholarshﬂp money the. state wilﬁ)put in .

-, and can't count how much mone. has gone into the" work

L e N

N
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‘ based student assistance program. With such discretion, the

- k3
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" program despite the fact that the program is in a needs-

state could’count the work money as part of the obligation.

. 3 5
- >
' B

. VIB - The State's major response to Pell and GSL changes~

has been one of lobbying. The State has attempted to talk | i.‘
to congressional representatives about the impact. Changes R

in Pell could affect the State because, if a student becomes .
eligible for less money under Pell (e.g., $800 rather than

$1,000), that reduces the.. student's resources and therefore
increases eligibility for aid in the State's view. The ‘., - ,%”?
State does not have more money to respond to this and must . L :

spread .its money more thinly. Overall the State feels it .

can't do anything‘regarding changes in Pell and‘GSL,because, - R

it must comply with changes. : .
. ‘ »

vIC ,"None:discussed. - Co e ::,‘;z; ‘Hgé

VII Studentﬁfederal aid programs are probably less well '

understood than other major federal programs. The students _7?ﬁ§%3:13

don't understaﬂd them, the legislators don t understand

them, and the institutions do understand them. Qne el:yﬁnt ‘of -

. 'lstudent aid is that it is not federal spec1£ic,»the morfey ’,§*“‘““**%j%
‘\{Qets blended in with the- state money.;-As x result, people;' , .i%

are probably not. as aware of what the federal part is.” ; ;f
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would be as compared to a program such as medicaid where the

o money'comes directly from the federal government to the

| again is not given in enough time.

{ VIIIA. ﬁone given.

3,Vlllhi : Rhode Island has -a work opportuhity program ‘which

vItIe None ‘given. . S

recipient and is not blended with state moneg“

Analysis of federal,policy is not centralized in
Rhode Island. Legislative and executive analysis is’ coor=

dinated. . : , S E | R
C v ‘ : . T

The state ishﬁot'given enough timelto‘respond‘to | ’ j;l‘f;w
changes in'federal policy. ﬁhode'lslandls‘major problem is‘
that‘they begin building their budget 18 months prior to a
fiscal year, When notices .go out _late from the Feds, by A .
then the budget is with the legislature. Federal policy 1ﬂ: 57

changes must predate implementation by 18 months in order

_for the state to respond Analysis is ad hoc, information

- The state has 1ts own fiscal problems which are - "jé
probably exacerbated by federal problems. State\\fforts are ‘

~

consistent with economic conditions. e

)

‘
B e

e —— e —

- is a needs-based program.’

")
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| . SOUTH CAROLINA = - '~ y - i

-

< . D TR * N ‘ . T L
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1I. A. ~'rederal policies and programs have had very 1ittIev*

L, impact on the state. To. the extent that they )have had an

- imbact it has been impereeptable. Thereghis beén some

"immact on funding levels although there is no way ko prove )

impact. It is possible that moge state money might have '

gone into education if there had not been’ the federal

programs. However, the state will not be able to make up

the difference in sharp drops' in federal aid.

II.B. South Carolina is'an overmatched state. Respondent\

indicated that it has not had a leveraging effect. OveralI,‘

fﬁ* . SS1G has not bad the impact it should have. SSIG is used inn .

SOuth Carolina for students at 1n-state independent » T

colleges., There is no state program for students going to
‘= ~N i

public schools in--state.,ﬁQS !

v

II C. Although there is no data. to support this, it 1s

possible the institutions have raised tuition and ‘fees’ moze '

e quickly than " they otherwise mightxhave.

;-'; ' III. " The balance is generally the way it should be.

. The federal government should have a major burden for
. . r :, ,." R :"‘,:."
415L~———"Wresponsibility and the state should supplement*its~efforts. T

! The relationship should not be revised‘ More state 1nvo1ve-

®

mént im the distribut\on % funds would be disastrous to the -
' financial aid community.“‘ : o | '
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IV. Although there is no data, it seems "that there have

' been an’ effect by federal Policies on the student o S ;fxgﬁ

i ‘ demographic variables.t Probably, rivate enrollment h ‘ ' N

-st$te is experiencing more'.

ix( _ remained stable as a result. 'Th
‘of an increase in enrollment . - two, year than at four year Sl
'in;titutions. Veterang benefits also effect this; vets [

receive the sanme amount regafdlesS’of’_—‘tnstitution '8 - ;_

-

‘tuition, -and therefore more often choose the less expepsive

two year schools. Eederal policies and programs have cer- )
§ tainly had an effect ‘on overall increased enrollment through’
the years. The majot effect has been that loWer-in,ome stu~§' B

‘ vdents havs been- given aecess. Ks a result of cut—backs,

more middle-income students w.I) end up at public institu-"

. AR -0 ) . -
tions. . R ) e

¢ 4 N . :5 L n .. ) "\
v. None. -

.

- ‘v', T . e
L] "‘

VI.A. If SSIG weqp eliminated or reduced, the state would
no'f"replace the‘funds. R LY TN : - .

'

: \ ' '
" Respondent indicated that - there should Qp a mandate‘

'
>

'/
d mandate to have the SHEEO agency admi ister the program.

— There should be enforcement of equal‘a?cess by private and o
: ; T L

public students based on need. o ’17 1'4

U
e
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_ In respondent s opinion, work programs should
) reglaco*ssxc. ‘SSIG-has not had a great,impact on Soyth
Carolina. A work program would be better in, the State.

.

S o . : ‘ . C
'VIB. " There have been no real reactions inkthe'changés‘Iﬁ” '
eligibility in Pell except that the tuition grant agency has - 1g§y

N requested and been refused more money. :

VIC. Norie given. N

_-VII. = Federal student aid policies are less well
understood. " Recipients ébn't know.as much and don't take

the time to learn. - o N

Analysigﬁdﬂ"rtderal policies is not centralrzed

Any which is done is done by the Commission on Higher
Education. Some is also done by themuition Gran‘t Agency
and the Student Loan Corporation.

-

The Stat® feels E,it it 'is ‘never given enough lead
S - time, Analysis is ad hoc. Information g\ sufficient, but " ' Te;f

not enough:advance.ﬂ”

I . - > Py
;’v"‘ N . .

-~

"The State s economy is poor. There is less money
for educatiqn, and ‘the State finds that it cannot ‘react with

additional funds at a time’ when the Federal is withdrawxng

supportg Federal policies exacerbate._ State efforts are ‘

-

* ..+ consistent. ‘_j' , DL - f( C S ‘4..',H' R
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" SOUTH' DAKOTA®..

IIA . Not discussed,;

f; 3'h. . IIB In the past,_south Dakota'experiencea a'slight;whn’

leveraging effect with SSIG..=¢his was not to a.great, extent ' g?;
*ﬁ—~*4*~——nor‘seen~asﬁbeing—very4important“‘The‘South*nakota*legisIa- .
' ture has not ‘been putting up the money and looks at the

,l program- as "bait or seduction money with a great deal of
. ) \ °
reluotance. Any leverage which does exist is growing less

important all the time. South Dakota is-an over-matohed

o §

state.
IIC Tuition fee levels are moving up faster ‘than state -
“~ . ’
(7 support level. The State has increasing admission stan-
~dards, but this is not a direct consequence. The State’

' feels that its resources are limited and they should be used

- more effectively, There‘are no enrollment. caps. There'is a

program review which will force the 1ssue of whether or not
marginal programs should be ma1ntained - It is seen that

'student enrollment w111 decline over the next 10 or 15

I

’ years( nationwide., Th1s 1s not tied to. federal policies.

N

III . Respondent inéicated that the Federal government
’ should have a ‘heavy role supporting studentnfinancial aid
. and fesearch. The feeling is that the Feds.’ are responS1ble -

and the State shouldn t take the pressure off of them. The

. government should get out of the business of 1nvoIV1ng them-':'

selves in the development of new directions- they shouldn t b

. 153
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. téll the s€dte how to do things when they don't know hdw. - .-

p \\v

R e

\urhe.rederal government~should{jﬁt/out of the programmatic

area. ‘ LT L

- -~ T e b
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"\—\ =

v South Dakota has experienced a slight movement from
the privaté to “the. public sector. The enrollment at Some

private schools had‘!!own while the enrollment at others has

\\\s
e IS

decreased. Of those private institutions which~have lost A
-~ T
_enrollment, all claim thatgthe-Federal government is the '

- reason.. . South Dakota has*%o'two-year system. The State has
- 4

had an overall enrollment increase in the aggregate)numberf
(;' ' of students, but this is not a result of Federal policies," '
The economy of the State has the greater impact. The middle,

hEWN
E T

class student is the one most affected by these changes.

V. None. *
~VIA If SSlG were to.be-eliminated or reduced; there S
would be virtually no impact upon the State.' Respondent ‘ P

’ Alindicated that the State no longer takes part in SSIG. This
u :year,;gchools could elect to take part and not all the money'
was used. It is too late in South Dakota, they are not.

interested in the program any more.

As for discretionary use of funds, the State would

fobject'to'the concept of taking ”bait money"to develop

'programs whzch the State would not want to do otherw1se.. '
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This was p:eQiously, hovever. This year, the State indioa-_

tes that it virtually does not take part in SSIG any more.
| o : .
_ VIB Response taken by South Dakota has been in the form

P
— - _/ I N PR

of lobbying.
VIC . None given. /] . o -

- T g J
' . i v o : »
JVII Federal student aid policy is better understood. ‘-

o

The'Boara of Regents does analysis of Federal
issues. The legislative and executive branch do their own
analysis. It is a small state and these three. entities are

(:- ‘in contact\yith one another a lot.

S:;—
&

The State feels that it is not given enough lead
time. hnalysis is ad hoc. Information is sufficient and
the State is given more than it needs. Things are’ in a ',“ {'

constant state of. change.. ‘
Federal'policies have' exacerbated many of the
. State's economidal policies. South Dakota has a balanced
budget law: ‘Federai policy is not a positiye‘infigence._ -

 VIIIA " None given.

| VIIIB None given. . S I "’,A‘“7a

ot - ﬁIiIC. Norie given.’
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II.A. The federal SSIG program has clearly had an impact.
RO 'The state initiated a grant program prior to SSIG but the
court ruled it unconstitutional in 1974 and the program was .
defunded. In 1976, if there had not been federal money, g

.,k\,,,.e’a PN
there would not'have been legislation to continue the .

program. Tennessee began its GSL program in 1963. The

A ' - major impact of federal policy on the state~level ‘has been -
‘felt- through these two programs. Other federal programs

Ve -must have had’ an impact, but SSIG and GSL are primary con- 2
cerns of thé Tennessee COmmission. e .

) II.B. Respondent found it difficult to respond to the

(j. | leveraging question. The student assistance corporation is
a separate agency from the Higher‘Education Commission.
Respondent doesn't really see leverage in Tennessee._ It is
,speculated that the existenqe of Pell,,GSL, etc. have muted .
_critism which would have:arisen every time the state

. increased fees. . The state has heen abie to‘setlfee rates as

part of the -overall budget consideration. - - s kS

IZ.c. . Pederal poiicies have made fee increases easier to "

,jEQZE:y. The state has 'had some efforts to limit v

_enrollment _There is a state program created ‘nd des:Lgned

to close the'gap. between private and public tuition.

Ll
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oversight. .,As for s

u.state has authority to. recentralize to the institutional

III. Although respondent has no figures to bear this
out‘ the speculation is that the parental proportion of the

" cost of a student's attendance has~diminished since 1970,

although the actual dollars paidkout may not have dimi-
nished. As for the balance between state and federal, the
division is not as important as it is between government and

consumer. Tennessee money goes to Washington and comes

- back; there must be a program in place for students who

can't pay anything, This means grants for -students who
can't borrow everything. Subsidy costs should be borne'by

the feds; a failure to. do so would bring down the system.

The cost of insurance should be handled by the state”and the '

front endof the loan should be passed to students, whether

-

it be origination fees or*taxes. The state needs-to be
involved in M»ender participation. In;the grant area, . it
should be handl ' at the institutional level with state

ed revisions of the federal/state

‘ relationship; Tennessee foresees upcoming further centrali-~

\71

qzation'at the federal level and the federal government is

wajnot equipped to deal at the local levelr tdeally, the relav-

‘3

tionship would exist as it does now with SSIG, where the

level‘ Tennessee would like to see Pell decentralized and '

| —

,»ﬁ




givén to the institutions to-administer. The feds have a

‘responsibility for an equitable formula for distribution.

v. Respondent has only afgeneral segse of changes in
variables as related to federal policies. kespondent specu=

lates that without thexfederal programs, enrollment would be“:

lower and there would be fewer private institutions. As it --

is, private enrollment is decreasing. This is not

. necessarily seenhas a direct relationship to federal

‘programs though. The two year institutional enrollment hasa

grown faster. This could‘be_because it is:cheaper or
because it is more convénient to .commute. The total aggre-'__
gate number of students has continued to grow modestly., f

This is seen as being tied more to the poor economy than’ to

Z"students aid policies. The proposed and' actual changes have

fallen most heavily on graduate and professional students.

v. ' The state is haVing problems getting lenders to -

make ALAS loans. A bill has been introduced to modify

~

bonding issues to ease this.

P < , .".r

VI.ai -+ The affect of eliminating or ieducing SSIG would be”

il 4

a political Judgment, according to respon,

("

. Eliminating

"the program. could easily tip the balance betw en’ those who ,"

support the program and those who don't. ReSpondent‘is

fearful ‘that a demise of SSIG would put legislators in a

-
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‘” with analysis or impact. Legislative analy51s is not done.

‘timeu Analysis is ad hoc., Insufficient information is

) iven. ' ’ ' ; -' " ’ ’ ‘,\ ,’:’, ;' ’ ":' " o /', . ) o . :-‘ 'l e
o R 7 e S

position whereby they would put money into other functions--‘

either’ other state functions or other higher education func-j"

“tions. ‘As a result, the state would lose the ability to

serve a- number of students.- Cuts would probably not deny

access because costs are low, howevér choice would be

‘restricted.

SSIG is thought to be the best structured federal

program. < ;

Regarding discretion in the use of funds, if work

. programs are slipping to the forefront rather than SSIG,

rennessee has no complaint*-if that is the focus.

Vi.b. - Regarding GSL, Tennessee has been able to use R,
liberalisation of programs to>vastly increase participation

of lenders./ This has put.the ALAS program on the line.

Vi.c. _ None discussed.
--VEI. Lm is hard to say whether or not the programs were

. better or less understood. Generally, they are probably not.

s

understood
T State analysxs of federal policies is not centra- “_' ;.”
A,'lized. The Higher Education Commission does _some work on it -

' but is less equipped than other equivalent agencies to deal

e

The Executive Branch does not have a staff which analyzes. o

{rhe state does.. not feel it is given enough lead

-
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A It is difficult to determine a direct relationship
_betweén the state's economic condition and feéderal pqiiqieé;,-
Féderal policies probably exacerbate an¢‘staéeiéfforts“afe
-conaistert. , ' B ; '
' VIII.a. None givéh. ' . T 8 -
VIII.b. None given.
VIII.c. None given.
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II.A. Federal policies have affected state policies i“,is C 3*33

ﬂonly'a'tangential manner.. However, in 1974 ‘with SSIG, the | -

astate grant program changed from a tuition equalization ‘
program to the private sector and funds were made available ‘

' for public institution students. _— ‘ {“Y:f»
II B.  Texas ig_an overmatched state which had a program ‘
prior to the ‘federal SSIG program. However, the state grant
;program was used for the private sector only. subsequent to
SSIG funds became available for public students. The SSIGﬁ
program has had some leveraging effect, although not a lot.:
OthEr‘than initiation on the federal;part there.is.no

(;-' -leverage. ‘ | _ ,

II.C. The greatest single support for postfsecondary edu?
cation in Texas is seen as béeing a low tuition rate. for the

'public sector. It is unclear whether this is a result of |
federal policies.‘ TWo prestige public institutions in
Texas ‘are tightening the enrollment requirements, this is
not related to the financial assistance programs. ‘rhe statﬁ

jis now seriously discussing raising public s tuitions.

‘IIL. , Respondent is hardpressed to know appropriate :

,balance. As for a suggested balance, it would be a better
thing if federal programs wererdes1gned as not to penalize .

¢

' states glth, for example, a 1ow tuition policy. High

ooz
NoE
o

' tuition states receive a proportionate share of,the‘money by ; 1f

' .qualifying for more federal support. State educationai‘

o 161




agencies should be“more_inuolved with'federal funding\‘

distribution tolinstitutions. ‘Institutions would probably

'disagree with this. ?or‘example{ in the SSIG programvthe"

money flows through the state and.is:monitored'carefully.,
. \ R (\ - .

If it is misused or not-used it is reallocated to .another -

ingtitution. A lot of federal.funds are seen as being
squandered .at the institutional lavel. ‘ \ '

Iv. Federal policies have enabled more students to -

attend private institutions.. Statistics would indicate that

a smaller number of students are now*enrolling at private

schools. - This does/not esist to-a great extent, it is
rather a smaller growth'factore; Twohyear enrollment has
grown at a greater rate‘than four Year enrollments. o
0verall, enrollment in the state has continued to increase.

V. Nothing is planned. ¢

()/

VI.A., The elimination or reduction of federal support in

the SSIG program'would ‘mean different things to different

| Y
' students. In the ‘private sector, money- which is now

Aavailable would,be reduced.‘ With a lowered SSIG funding

there would'be a lower state effort. In the private area

. the state exceeds the federal contribution. The resultg,

would be reduced amounts gozng to the same number of

gualifying students. In the public sector, money comes 3

3




~directiy from 1nstitutions.b With the SSIG source diminishedA
there fewer students would receive grants.
-The only recommended change in the program-would be
-regulatory. 'In this the states would not have to sgecifi-
cally dollar—for-dollar match the federal program 1n each
student's package., - Rather, there wéuld bé a s1tuation of-
allowing states to structure it as they wish as long as ‘the . f}
i state grant is equal to the,federal grant. As it is now in‘; |
‘ Texas, they need to issue additlonal checks in order to have
an ‘audit trall. Otherwise, the state'is pleased with_the

~

program,

~

(“_ .  More discretion would be valuable if it were

» .« - flexible and nonrestrictive.

A

. _ VI.b. The state hasn't done much in response to changes

in PELL and GSL. This is tied to the low tuition rate at

public schools. 3y L T

VI.c. None dlscussed. o : . . L 2%*
., ViI, ' Pederal student aid programs are less well ‘ &

understood. The programs are complex,and numerous. 'State;'i:

‘policy makers don'tfunderstand'them’either.fi |

. The state is reasonahlf-well“centralized in'its

_analysis of student aid. The Coordinating-Board has more

responszbzlity than others. The governor s office reliescon

the Board. Leglslative and executrve coordlnation is

'\" : reasonably well done through the Board. Aﬂ/*’/

1(33
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.The state does not feel that it ,has: been given R :j o
- enough lead time. “The feds have shown amazing considerations : }nq
‘ for those responsible for coordinating state policy. Texaﬁ"'- L

— N
legislature meets only every other year. It is difficult o

. to.g¢ j:jipaﬁe in suchﬁa~close time span, Analysis which is h~i'i E

"done ad hoc. Information is insufficient. It has .‘~“__:'.

generally been very hard to get tl}_information needed about V:". f;..—;:;
+ what the federal programs areAdOing. Until recent1y¢ Texggjhi;' s
‘gcononyAwas favorable. The state‘has continued to,put in an |
increasing share; e.q., students in private sector are A -
paying less than 3% ofﬁégsts. As inflation incréases, stu- K

dent aid has been absorbed by the state.~ During Reagan s

“ administration, federal policies have exacerbated‘econonics. o ,l 3%
2 * State efforts have been countercyclical.‘ The ability of f. T ;;éé
peopla to pay has probably increased, but they haven t heen ; t:,%
asked to. The state is seriously discussing raising public i
tuitions. L s
VIIfia; None discussed. - . - fi{ R R
, :Vlil;b. Nonewdiscussed. ‘ | A ) f *
‘VlIl.c. ﬁone diséyessd. Lo By ;\- | :‘.")
. R .
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UTAH

L -

II.a. Prior to GSL, no one realized the magnitﬁde of .

" need. GSL is now the'largeSt'program in Utah. Last year,

the state extended 50- miilion dollars in loans as compared
with l 1/2 million dollars in all other programs put
together.. Overall, (other than GSL), there" has ‘been a very
limited affect of federal policies on the state because ar"
“the low level of programs. _ ~

II.b Respondent sees no real leveraging. The Sgate
Board of Regents is concerned about andllobbies«for”GSL. /
For example, the eliminationlof graduete Students wéuld be
devastating to. Utah. State support has been dropping off.-

The legislature takes a dim view ‘of grants except for disad-

vantaged students. The Board agrees with this. There is md

effort to support NDSL. Pell, etc. Utah 1s an evenly

.matched state.
II.c.  Determination offcapitation-grantS'for nedical stu-'

"dents has hagd an'impact. _The state- has had to raise tuition

in medical school’ to offset the loss in capitation grants.

Al

( The state\has tuition waivers for 10% of the total number. of

N

::,resident students. This is based on need and academic '

quality. At the graduate level, Fhere is extensive use of '

waivers to graduate teaching -assistance.

ok~
[/

‘. * . "
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III. No discussion of balance. Regarding role, respon--
-/

dent sees no need*for—state-invoivement*——GSﬁ—is—thehonly~

program where centralization is warranted. Utah has worked

X

out mechanisms for decentralized financial aid and it is

. working well. ‘Money 'is passed to.institutions._

Centralization'should be at the institutional-level. This
~ ) X -
would eliminate the building of empires. The state is anti-

bureaucratic. It supports good accountability and a centra- .

“lized and lean system.. , {“ S 5

2

Iv. Respondent was unable to identify demographic

variables as affected by federal policies, in fact, does not:

gsee federal financial aid policies as having any impact.

There are more significant factors. Enrollment trends are a

function of unemployment,‘notha function of financial aid at
all. The state is'experiencing'heavyhenrollment increases‘
in science programs. Puhlic schools have-open admissions
subject to availability. Apparently, public schools are
turning 1500<to 2000 students a year away. ‘i

V. . None given.
-VI.a. .The SSIG program is small._ Eliminating or reducing
it would have some impact on disadvantaged students. -

Legislatures have indicated that if SSIG is lowered they

would shift state money {nto a work study.program.not at an’

-
.-

- -




'increased leuel. If given discretion, ‘the’ state would pro-

> .

‘; '”‘}bably move,gradually towafd a work study program.- “ ol |
SSIG is emphatically supported, it gives aid offi- ¢
-cers flexibility in putting together packages. Aid officers ;é -
are at variance with the legislators. o ] o
vi.b, hesponse to.PELL and GSL changes has_been primarily
to the 'student financial aid administrators at.the thstitu-
tions.. ﬁhen they haveﬁgade their concerns, this is

reflected to the Board and results in lobbying efforts. )

" utah is a middle .class sta:e and. GSL cuts hurt the middle
class. - e .
(“ : ‘VI.c. None discussed. ; ; .
VII. On the whole, federal student policy is probably

the best understood. o .

Analysis of federal policies is centralized with :

»

,‘the Board of Regents in issues of planning and finance.
'Most other issues are analyzed at the institutional level

and by the. state association of financial aid officers. " The

1

,Regents maintain a light hand They have a great distance

~

1§ _ :between schools in Utah. Legislat1Ve and executive CooL™- ..
- ’ . I}

dination is run by ‘the Board. R L - PEE

- The state feéls that it is not given enough 1ead

time. 'mhis'is,one.of the gost‘serious problems the'state

-r ”




' VIII. b. Respondent indicated that if SSIG funds were

encounters in dealing with federal policy. gesﬁondent‘cites

as’ an example the delays infgetting out' information about

coipliance,with truth in lending regarding promissory notes.'

The state spends a lot of ‘money and ‘in the end it wasn't

3

necessary. As- another example, last fall, institutions went?5

several months without knowing* the allotments. Agalysis

-

done by the state is ad hoc. Information is insufficient.‘
‘ Generally, federal policies are countercyclical. ‘

-

State efforts have not really responded or changed.

s

VIII.a. None given.
lowered significantly, the state would probably shift money-
into a work study program but not at an increased level of

funding. If given discretion on how to use the SSIG funds '
the state would probably move gradually toward a work study St
program. ' -

VIII.c. None,grven.
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. VIRGINIA

II.a. -In Virginia, federal student aid is the base upon
which.programs are built; state programs augment federal
ones. Without fedefal aid the state would be "bigger into
the:student aid business; which would“result in a smafler
state systen. Over the past ten years, the state“has buiIt
‘a sizable non-need based program for priﬁate students. )
II.b. - . Virginia is an overmatched state. Up until last
year there was no leveraging by federal programs., In fact,

the opposite was true because policies had been becoming

_more and more generous. ‘Last year, because it was clear

[ 4

that programs were under fire, there was a good dose of .

‘money placed in the institutional budget and there was a

mandate to start a work study program and a need based
¢ .

'program. SSIG is the only leverage program the state has

now, although it has.had a mininal kind of leverage because
its been the minimal requirement, that is in naintenance of

effort required..

. III. If virginia had’not'had‘the federal programs;~it is

predtcted tbat'it would‘baue had a syst within which there
would have. been more aid and less access, i. e., ‘a smaller

system. Because Virginia was givxng out - small grants -to a
lot- of people it has under conszderatiOn a law wbich respon-’,

dent,describes as.a,program of last resort. 'It would take

.v
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the statewide need based program and after considering

=

family and student contribution, PELL, etc. if a student has

$l,QOO of need he/she could get up to 65%‘from the need

o~ :
- based program. Respondent commented that Ronald Reagan s

proposed program (40/60%) turned the federal program into

(augmentatign rather than base. | This would not be good for

M T

the state. 4
Tuition and fee lgyels to some extent have been <
immdine; in other ways they have been raised in recognition‘
that there is aid available. Without the federal program .
enrollment caps would have come sooner. ‘
(;' - III. Physically, Virginia would like to see feds con-

' tinue to play a role as the provider 6f the financial aid
base to students (on need basis) and to- pay a share of-
research.  The feds need to recognize that states, rather ‘
'than colleges and universities, are out there and be more
conscious of the relationships which exist between operating
budgets, capital budgets, and financial aid, and to
recognize that a change in financial aid. programs is not '

"f'simply a change in- student plans. lt ‘involves potentially ‘ C
'massive changes in state programs and planningL~_, |
| | The states don't want to intrude on the workings of

the institutions, but it. wouldn't be bad if the states were . ;f

L]
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allowed to admin1ster block grants and target money for
their own needs. The state ought to be a party to planning

which goes into where the money is: going.

IV. = Respondent indicated that it is difficult to know
whether or not, in the private sector, federal policies had

:’made a difference in enrollment. Probably it does.

Virginia combines a non-need based grant on top.of what

-

might be means justification that produces Pell and ‘access

to NDSL and CWS money. Virgin1a has a wide range of private

colleges, and at some it certa1nly has made a difference. a

bigger difference is seen in the public institutions.

'There, federal programs have made it poss1ble for some who

might otherwise not have had access to attend two year
schools, while for others it has been possible to go on to

four year schdols or’ all the way through college. Regard1ng

‘the aggregate number of students, there are no data td prove
the impression that there are more students than there would'
. be if there were no f1nancial a1d. The state d1d an
'1mpress1on1st1c" survey three years ago of students ask1ng ,
- them: 1f "X" happens, what would you do. People 1ndicated_
'that they wou1dn t go to school. This is not considered.a
lreliable study by the state. 'Respondent lndicated that'thex
‘state‘has‘capitallzea'on changes by using money which was L

- available to build moretcapacity to handle students. = ..

s

PR R
h . . P
. f , .
' . .
. - i . ",
3 N ) - . . .
- " : ’ o . : : ’
e — N s - PR . h v .
. " - ‘ . PR
. . . . .o .
. . .




v. None given.
VI.a. If the federal contribution of SSIG were eliminated'
or reduced it would *kick a program of last resort in the
teeth' by taking 40% of the money out. That would leave ;
program so small that it would probably be/abolished Last

- year Vir§inia had 42,000 applicants and gave out: 20‘000
~grants:: Next year, .on the new needs base program ‘less than
10,000 will receive an. average grant of over $400 (the ..

’ awards will range from $400 to $1000) - '.L. e

No changes in the program were recommended. = . % -

1t would be great if the,states vere ailoved'more ~ f' T

FX

discretion as long as they are not asked to'trade off, for.

.example, SSIG for CWS. o

‘VI.b. -The state .is moving toward a change to a state need

base program. After.considering family and student contri-
bution, PELL,.etc. if a student has $1000 of need, he/she
can.get up to 65% of that need from the program. '

VI.c. Norie given.

VII.  -Pederal student aid is not as well understood as
other‘programs because there'isnit anyneasy way to make pre- | .";.f
cise correlations between theifederal and'the state. - . ) L
.. Analysis of”federal programs is'centralized with' |
the Department of Planning and Budget. Lt is respondent s
opinion th;% thlS agency handles it badly while the State

COUHQll'Of Higher Education,does it well. The legislative‘, ‘a‘::
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-branch turns to the Council for explanations. There is".
coordination of legislative and executive analysis but there

JE e
is little legislative analysis.

The state does. not feel that it has had ample lead

time. Forms haven't been printed on time. No policies were -
released. The state has sufficient lead time on some mat-
ters and insufficient lead time on others.

Up until last- year V ginia!s economy was going
vwell. The growth commitment was’ strong and moving and
higher education had more access to it. Federal pull-backs
are not countercyclical because enrollment d come close'to'
peaking and it was seen as possibly time. for levelling out
the financial aid support. Reagan's proposal e;acerpate’
difficulties. S |
_VIII.a. <Virginia is nob\consideringla statewide-needvbase

program:~ After considering tamily and stodent'contribution,

PELL, etc. if a student has $1000 of_needlhe/she'can get up

to 65% from the program. ) - p .
/§VIII;b. None given. ‘ : ;f.'l ". - -

VIII.c. None given.

) L




'ment should get out of direct assistance to the studIhts.,

L ' WASHINGTON -

-

. . 1" - “ j -".i
IT.3. - Washington»has _experienced relatively little. impact

" from federal programs and policies. In the'early'70's the
implementation of SSIG stimulated the existing state program_

gestahlished 1964). _The state doesn't tie as closely into

the PELL mechanism. 3 _ o
II.b. Washington is an overmatched state. Federal poli=-
cies have not served to leverage additional support.

Perhaps‘some.additional state student aid support has been

generated,'but there has not been a significant effect on '

stateaappropriation: A more relevant issue is state revenue

availability.

Il.c. Increases in aid in the late 70's may have made it

easier to enact tuition and fee.increases. The tuition sen-

sitivity in‘PELL has‘contributed~slightly‘to the feeling
that fees can be increased with less risk, although‘there
are other factors ingolved}-gAny.links'are‘very'marginal;
The affect of dSL was that legislators. felt that students

could borrow money. - The primary affect of federal programs

with the ability of individuais to make a positive choice. to -

enroll.

>

T III. Washington s opinion is that if the federal govern-.

The state s heaviest role is support for institution 1

,operations. The state effort ought to: be increased and the

feds should stimulatjktha;, vThe tederal role should_be

e
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strong but the greater portion should be linked up with the -
. State which has the lesser role but a strong role ingfupport
of institutions. One thing which has caused difficulty is:
the Pell program,.which brought Congresg into questions of
. needs analysis which aren't needs‘analysis. The}notion‘
that, for example, $1500 is given to a_student is popular :
politically. It should be regularized so that people know
which part of a package they can-reiy on.\ The ‘
Administration has been attacking things‘which should be
strengthened. 'Regarding the role of the state in funds
distribution, more overQight is needed. As for revision of
the relationship, 'it is gOing to follow the money. In
large part, it's up to the state in terms of the role they’
play in taking the initiative. Thé Department of Education -
and state student aids agencies should have a commitment to
consult. There is a %ﬂfd for involvement by'state student
aid offices, SHEEO,»etc. into some decision making and |
planning. SSIG should not be eliminated° it should be used

as a base for more assistance.

Iv. * In the”opinion of respondents, the growth of finan-
gial aid in the late 70's asSisted private institutions in ,;,1‘ ~%::
‘accommodating moderate growth while costs are increasing B '
‘It is conjectural, that there may have been fewer indepen—‘

dent institutions otherwise. Federal policies have not had

-

-
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an effect on enrollment shifts or distribution in the public
system.’ Respondent couldn't quantify any changes in :
enrollment. One-third of the’ state' s full-time students are
The state is now seeing an increase in aid applicants and a
nodest decrease in entry-enrollments. Institutions can't
respond to the_démand. fAn.increase'in demand is tied to
high unempldfment. Péwer people are getting aid and fewer "
people are attending at all this year. This is also ‘tied to
2 low state revenue. Full-time students dropped from |

' 153,000 to 147,000. It is also conjectural that diminishing

(: student assistance has hit lower middle income students the
mosg, . ]
v, - The state is attempting to gain additional

. appropriations through a variety of bills to broaden the
authority for tuition and fee waivers. '
VI.a. If the SSIG program were eliminated 2, 000 students

E . would be dropped This would have aldirect effect on. their

access;‘ These funds are targeted to the neediest students

. and the. state would not be able to replace the federal
contribution. “In contending with last year,s reductions,
the state has had to.lobbg hard for replacement,or money, .

and while some support has come from the governor's office,

e
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receiving'aid. ‘This number would be lower wbthout<programs.‘5’



<7 it is unknown what the legislature will dg. ‘
SSIG is the most efficient federal program going,

Washingtonwhas one of the largest state work study !

programs in the country. Discretion would be fine as. long
as it were flexible with no penalty for existing programs.
VI:B, lhe GSL changes were supported by the state, there-
fore there was nothing to respond to. ‘The:eligibility

changes in Pell were seen as not beipg that great.

Vl.c. " None given. . T ‘ Yok
VII. Pederal student aid policies are less'well
understood. - Lo PR

Washington feels that its analysis of federal

programs is both centralized and decentralized. The Council

7
for post-secoq::ry education does analySis impact ‘on the

portions of the'budget aﬁfecting education‘as sent around by

the governorQ_ The gouernor's office is av.,clearin’ghous‘c‘e'i.':2
Analysis between the legislative and executive'branches is"
shared.. , - \ - _'
‘ . The state feels the changes in'federal policy‘hav y
~ not been announced with suffiCient lead time. Analysis. is
» usually sustained sometimfs ad hoc.- Information is'

insufficient.

PR |
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Federal efforts are countercyclical. The state hés:"‘

" in good shape tﬁrqugh 1979 and aid apprqpriaé@oné gfew_ét a e

?remendoué rate. Some individuals whoﬁdidn't need'ig‘wére. AT

' f receiving money. .Beginning-in'1§80,_the state had a more

' difficult economic period and at ‘that time there was federal ©
" retrenchment. State_effonég hAVe had to be‘bohsisieni‘with o 55;,7
P a— T - - ' . ~ L
economic cond;tiqng."'whg state now has an. 8 1/2%ﬁsalgs-tag.* g

. The state must have a balanced budget.

. VIII.a. None given. . . L | - {} - jfi
. VIII.b. Washington has the largest work study progia;“in'f : if!%
‘the country, 7 ) | v T PR - *v;,
' VIII.c. ‘None given. . . - - SR - o . ,M>?§
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WEST VIRGINIA

West Virginia had a statebgrant Program in
-'existence since 1968 and the SSIG program allowed expanszon.'
of that program in the mid-70' S. PELL created considerable'
.- resources. Had it not developed, there would have been
greater pressure for a state grant Program. @sr, has.had a ~{

¢

West Virginia is one

.Volume was extremely low. The H1gher Educat1on Assistance
'Foundation\admin1sters the loan program, nQt the Board af
Regents, There -has been an zncrease in, the number of banks
,partic1pating. The state grant .Program had dts f1rst cut-
back at the federal level, people start1ng looklng to GSLS.;
' Overall there xs not‘seen to be any ‘tie to federal pol1c1es.
Factors are more, 1n response to state d1ff1cﬁlt1es because
-:educational appropr1at1ons are going down._ There51s more
.;: reliance on student ﬁees. ‘\ ‘ 4
‘ ‘11, b - There is a mznlmal relat1onsh1p ;hd not a great
"deal of.leveraglng. There has’ been some growth .in 881G; ‘the
’year 1t began the state~grant approprlat1cns trrckled West_
virginia is an 0vermatched 3tate~ In effect, theKSSIG |

program had nothing to dg with it- it was completef& inci- ;,’
dental - L "}'? ’,' ) ’
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II.c. | Students in private institutions received'higher
, . :
maximum awards for this year.‘ Awards eg gstudents in private

institutions were reduced to accommodate increased fees at
those institutions. Part of it has to .do with the differen-

tial. There have been proposals in the state to create a

Npe

voucher program for private students whichfwould reimburSe .
- ’ ’ g\ * o P2 '
West Virginia colleges (private) for fees for West Virdinia

~

students. Because the federal money hasn't been there, the

private sectorgi§_Eggh_ng_for money to offset restrictions
l

in GSL. The state has begun fee increases. This is

occurring as educational appropriations in the state are - : he

- . being reduced and.the state finds itself more reliant on

- . . ”

R student fees.. . ' o -

‘e

II1I. Last year wds a pilot year for the state in deve-
) \\loping~a student data base. .Data from this is not yet
a@ailable.' e

The respondent has requested that his’ opinions ‘on

e BN

o ‘the state role not be specifically ident1§;ed with the state -~

\ " ’. ..
of West Virginia in any final report- Respondent's opinion

is that there is a lot of logic 1n providing the state wzth

a role in the distribution of money to 1nst1tutions. It is

L]

felt that the states could benefit from better 1n£ormat1on oL

0 - Al
\ . N .

. on the allocation of money.
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.- On the revision of.the.relationship~between the

' federal.and the state, respondent indlcated thatéthere )
‘//(4;~jrshould be a better fnformatibn exchange. There is not a-lot
~ of’direct information beigg exchanged ‘at this time and that
" could be improved. - _ ' o
Iv. There is not a major shift between the private and
the public. sector: From '81 to '82 public enrollment
' actually decreased éerz slightly and'private enrollment
- ' ‘ increaded minutelz. The. feeling is, however, that more stu-
dents are'staYigg close to home ‘and commuting. There is no
data to support this. There is some increase in community. ' ;. c
(:-" college enrollment althoughlthis'is not major. 0verall . .
aggregate attendance fell o;f slightly but not to a szgnifi- ;
-cant extent. < ) v . )
..V*_'; " Fee levels will probably go up. but this .is not in 5
dirett response to federal policies. It is more.an. affect » e
.of.the state educational approprzatxons bezng reduced. :
. VI.a: r If SSIG were to be e11m1nated it would not " put West
V1rg1n1a out of thefprogram. The practlcal affect would be‘.'
- fewer recipients or smaller awards. There 1s, however, e
little chance that the state would offset‘the d1fference. ‘ |
Therexqggld be more lxkely than not be reductxon in access, -
T hbut there are SO : many varxables it is hard to predxct.

- ¢ . .
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- 8SIG is an efficient program which should serve as

“a modei for what state/federal partnership ought to be.
~ West Virginia would react favorably to discre-
tionary ugd of funds,” it would give states WIth need the

opportunity to meet those needs. However, this diséretion

should be\psrmissive not_ mandatory. L S
VI.B. West Virginia's major reaction to'changes in PELL .

and GSL has taken the form of lobbying.

-

VI.C. None .discussed..

L

MVII.' “Pederal student aid policy ‘is hot well articuldted.

It is less well understood than other proérams;fi.g.,-cate- C

. gorical progFams. : _ } s N

Note: this information is not to be attributed »
2‘ #

directly to the state of“West Virginia in a final report.
. -~ The state does not receive-enough lead time. The

state had a’ problem with the Pell formula this year. It

would appear that the feds are manipulating the system to

r

accomplish that which has not been achieved,;i e., cuts
Y |
J’through the appropriatfgns process. Application volume is

.down and that 1s partially attributable to the lateness of»

forms; Analyszs done 'is at ad- hoc and their information is
ﬁ A

not sufficient..
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The statefs.anélysis of federal policies is not

'totafi§\ggntralized. Generally, there hés not been a lot of

analysis of ‘the impact of these programs. The state doesn't

have a working unit primarily assigned'to suc . n analysis,
—r . -+ . .

it depends on the program. For example, a threat to cut

research dollars would incur the involvement of the institu-

tion most likely to be involved. On stu@gnt,aid issues, the

‘Board of Regentg coordinates with the institutions to déter-

mine impact. Legislati@e and executive analysis is probably

’

not coordinated. ' , .. : .
VIII.a. -None given. |

VIII.'G. None given.




WYOMING

s : . a
. . -

II.a. Federal prOgrams have not significantly impactea
the state. Colleges have gained.appropriations fnom ‘the
state for studsnt work programs. It is, however, a_conf
tinuing concern of’ the school administrations.that state
response will be needed to balance.future‘federalAguts;
‘II.b. '.Leveraging is not seen as being operative in the
state. There is no real state plan and state decision
makers perhaps feel guilty. enough over the absence of such a
plan to appropriate money for the work studyiprogram.

- Wyoming is an evenly matched state which claims it has_had'J
- to sell colleges on the use of'federal'money’ror the incen~
tive grant program. - ) ' !

‘ IIrc. - Wyonina‘has continued to be independentiy'minded,
with regard to féderal iropbsals and have not encouraped

' them. The state's attitpde toward student aid mirrors their
attitude'towards the federal government, For'exampie$ the

state 1202 Commission participation was rejected by the ~
f

state due to its reluctance to aCcept ‘any strings which

mighﬁ be attached. _ , .
III. Responsibility for student assistance rests at the

o . » SR o
lower level: the state has a greater responsibility thar

.the .federal government, and the institution or district has

PRy

a greater responSibility than the state. .The state- has(




